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FOREWORD 


Worp war un marked the first time that sociologists were em- 
ployed in their professional capacity by the military establish- 
ment of this country. Except for the few serving in intelligence 
research and in political warfare propaganda operations, sociolo- 
gists engaged in military research during that period were largely 
concerned with attitude and opinion studies relevant to the 
general problems of morale and personnel management. 

Postwar military interest in the possible contributions of sociolo- 
gists has been characterized by acute, and sometimes critical, 
fluctuations. However, some of the wartime type of sociological 
research has continued. In addition, there have been occasional 
research studies on other problems, such as those pertaining to 
cold war political warfare, the social aspects of small unit effi- 
- ciency, leadership and control patterns, and the social structure 
and cultural aspects of military organizations. Even so, there still 
seems to be no clear conception on the part of the Department of 
Defense, or for that matter, most sociologists, of the possibilities of 
military sociology as an important contributor to military effec- 
tiveness. There is, for example, as yet only minimal evidence of 
awareness of the need for persistent and systematic research on 
the nature of military organizational systems and on the processes 
and problems involved in the fundamental changes that our own 
system is undergoing. 

The American Sociological Society and Russell Sage Founda- 
tion, joint sponsors of this bulletin on military sociology, believe 
that it will serve to impress upon sociologists and professional 
military officials alike the need for more effective utilization of 
sociological theory and research capability in the analysis of 
problems of vital importance to our military forces. 
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While this bulletin emphasizes the importance to the military 
organization of more effective utilization of sociological theory 
and research, it also makes evident that research on military 
problems would provide extremely valuable opportunities for 
testing sociological theory and method. 

Neither the sponsors nor the author conceive this report to be 
an intensive review and appraisal of all research in the field of 
military sociology. Rather, the intention is to stimulate the devel- 
opment of more adequate conceptions of the basic sociological 
problems presented by the United States military institution, its 
internal functioning, and its relation to the total social system. 
Given the broadened perspective indicated in these pages, it is 
our belief that the trend toward an intelligent and comprehen- 
sive application of sociology to military problems will be greatly 
accelerated. 

In the preparation of this bulletin, Dr. Janowitz had the bene- 
fit of advice from a committee appointed by the American 
Sociological Society and from members of the Foundation staff. 
The advisory committee consisted of Raymond W. Bowers, chair- 
man of the Department of Sociology, University of Georgia; 
John W. Riley, Jr., chairman of the Department of Sociology, 
Rutgers University; M. Brewster Smith, Department of Psychol- 
ogy, New York University; Hans Speier, ‘The Rand Corporation; 
Samuel A. Stouffer, Department of Social Relations, Harvard 
University; Robin M. Williams, Jr., chairman of the Depart- 
ment of Sociology and Anthropology, Cornell University. 

This bulletin is the fourth of a series of bulletins, each dealing 
with a single area in which the sociologist is a practitioner or his 
work is relevant to practice. Bulletins already published in this 
series are: Sociology and the Field of Corrections by Lloyd E. Ohlin; Soci- 
ology and the Field of Mental Health by John A. Clausen; and Sociology 
and the Field of Education by Orville G. Brim, Jr. In preparation 
are the following: Sociology and the Field of Social Work by Henry J. 
Meyer and Sociology and Medical Practice by Albert F. Wessen. 


LEONARD S. COTTRELL, JR. 
Russell Sage Foundation 


January 1, 1959 


INTRODUCTION 


IN SEEKING TO APPRAISE the present state and the outlook for 
sociological analysis of the military establishment, I have ad- 
dressed myself to three tasks. 

First, it was necessary to evaluate the published and unpub- 
lished research literature. The available published literature is 
not sufficient to permit an extensive codification that would give 
an adequate portrayal of military institutions in the United 
States. The results of government-sponsored research into “‘hu- 
man resources” have produced a variety of unpublished docu- 
ments most of which were surveyed. While these documents 
supplied relevant background materials, only a minor fraction 
was relevant or suitable for inclusion. 

Instead, the second objective became paramount, namely, 
outlining and analyzing the main organizational trends at work 
in transforming the military establishment. Much of this bulletin 
therefore consists of suggested hypotheses and lines of inquiry 
based on my personal experiences. The all too few interested 
social scientists—in government and in university life—have 
freely discussed with me their observations about the transforma- 
tion of military life. Of particular relevance were the observations 
of a handful of professional officers who have had the opportunity 
to study social science at civilian graduate schools. 

In some respects, this bulletin can be considered to be a by- 
product of my forthcoming study on The Professional Soldier, 
which has been undertaken with the assistance of a grant-in-aid 
from the Social Science Research Council. In the course of that 
research which seeks to investigate the impact of the changing 
military profession on American political behavior in interna- 
tional relations, it became clear that a more comprehensive 
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picture of the internal social organization of the military estab- 
lishment was first required. A variety of problem areas outlined 
in this bulletin will be more fully dealt with in the larger study. 

Finally, the third task was an interpretive statement of the 
problems of applying the sociological perspective to the military 
establishment. As yet, sociological analysis of the military estab- 
lishment is not a standard part of the academic curriculum, nor 
is it a subject for empirical research like other institutions in our 
society. In discussing these problematic issues, I have been forced 
necessarily well beyond the available documentation. 

My major focus has been on the internal social organization of 
the military establishment; hierarchy and authority, assimilation 
of military roles, primary groups, and techniques of organiza- 
tional control. But any analysis of the internal structure of an 
institution requires attention to the social context. At best, I 
could do no more than make essential assumptions about the 
trends in modern society—technological, social, and ideological 
—which influence military organization. I have excluded analysis 
of interservice rivalries. ‘These rivalries are not mainly an internal 
military problem. Understanding of interservice rivalry involves 
seeing it in terms of civilian political arrangements for determin- 
ing military policy and the role of industrial organizations as 
pressure groups on the military establishment. The mechanisms 
of interservice rivalries also receive considerable attention in the 
literature of political scientists. Likewise, the immense topic of the 
social effects of war is not a central focus. 

All organizations undergo continuous change, or at least this 
is the assumption of the sociological perspective. It is a common- 
place that in the contemporary decade the military establishment 
is undergoing a radical transformation. The transformation is 
grounded in the fantastic revolution in weapons, and is accom- 
panied by the occurrence of a permanently expanded military 
profession. Yet the sociological analysis of the military establish- 
ment is not a record of contemporary history. It is at the same 
time something more and something less than such a record. It is 
something less in the sense that it is not an effort to record in 
detail the organizational structure and the elaborate administra- 
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tive arrangements which the military has developed. It is some- 
thing more in the sense that it seeks to identify those organiza- 
tional factors which are believed to be crucial in assisting and 
preventing adaptive change. 

There exists considerable confusion about the sociological study 
of administrative behavior. The sociological analysis is sometimes 
thought to be too general and too abstract to be of relevance for 
guiding constructive problem-solving. Contrariwise, the argu- 
ment is raised that administrative processes defy explication into 
generalized propositions. Both views are overdrawn stereotypes, 
in my opinion. Only the naive would believe that generalized 
knowledge will replace connoisseurship in the management of 
complex organizations. Contrariwise, expert administrative lead- 
ers are experts only to the degree that they are concerned con- 
tinually with new sources of systematic information about their 
establishments. It is the task of the sociologist to demonstrate that 
research knowledge adds an increment to understanding beyond 
common sense observation. It was with such an objective that 
this bulletin was prepared. 

Morris JANOWITZ 


Center for Advanced Study 
in the Behavioral Sciences 
Stanford, California 
December, 1958 


THE MILITARY ESTABLISHMENT 
AS A SOCIAL SYSTEM 


Ir 1s APPROPRIATE to inquire why sociological literature on 
military organization is so undeveloped as compared, for ex- 
ample, with that on industrial and factory organization. Con- 
siderable effort has been expended by social scientists—almost 
exclusively personnel and social psychologists—on very selected 
and specific aspects of military life. During World War I a rela- 
tively new approach to the use of military personnel was stimu- 
lated by social research, namely, the importance of considering a 
person’s intelligence, skills, and aptitudes in assigning him to a 
military occupation. The experiences of military psychologists of 
this period provided a basis for the subsequent rapid development 
of personnel selection in civilian industry and business. 

For better or for worse, during World War II, an elaborate 
machinery was erected for matching men’s skills to the jobs 
required. No large-scale organization as vast as the military 
establishment can operate without a standardized personnel 
selection system. But any personnel testing procedure runs the 
risk of developing overspecialization in both training procedures 
and personnel. It has even been argued that military personnel 
selection, as administered during World War II, resulted in 
draining off superior talent from essential but “unglamorous” 
assignments, such as the infantry. Moreover, no responsible per- 
sonnel selector will claim that the dimensions of aggressive leader- 
ship in combat or strategic command have been satisfactorily con- 
ceptualized to the point where reliable personnel testing is possible. 

Thus, it was understandable that during World War II social 
scientists broadened their interests beyond personnel selection 

II 


I2 SOCIOLOGY AND THE MILITARY ESTABLISHMENT 


and stressed the importance of research into motives and atti- 
tudes as aspects of military life. Research on “morale” was by no 
means a new approach to the management of complex and large- 
scale organizations. But the armed forces, that is, the ground and 
air forces, undertook morale studies on a most extensive scale. In 
the summary study of these efforts, The American Soldier, pre- 
pared under the guidance of Samuel A. Stouffer, the potentiali- 
ties and limitations of attitude and morale research are assessed. 
While a systematic evaluation of the consequences of these data 
on actual past operations or their relevance for military organiza- 
tion in the future was outside the scope of these volumes, illustra- 
tive implications, especially dealing with demobilization proce- 
dures, are presented. And again, as with the development of 
personnel selection during World War I, industry and business 
have continued the morale study as a tool of administrative 


management. 


‘*Morale’’ versus Organization 

Social research on attitudes and morale in the armed forces 
provides useful information for specific problems where it is 
assumed that the execution of a policy requires cooperation. The 
limitation of attitude research is not that the strategy and tactics 
of war cannot be based on the preferences of soldiers. This is 
obvious to all, including the social scientist. But, in fact, attitude 
research fails to describe the underlying social system—the 
realities of bureaucratic organization—of the armed forces. 
“Morale”? is much too limited a concept to understand the 
coercive forces of bureaucratic organization, especially of military 
formations as they operate in combat. The findings of The 
American Soldier studies serve to underline and reaffirm this 
sociological observation: 


Thus we are forced to the conclusion that personal motives and 
relationships are not uniquely determinate for organization in com- 
bat . . . officers and men must be motivated to make the organiza- 
tion work, but not all of them have to be so motivated, nor must they 
all agree on details of social philosophy or be bound by ties of per- 


Notes appear at the end of the respective chapters. 
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sonal friendship in order for a functioning organization to exist. To 
put it another way, the best single predictor of combat behavior is 
the simple fact of institutionalized role: knowing that a man is a 
soldier rather than a civilian. The soldier role is a vehicle for getting 
a man into the position in which he has to fight or take the institu- 
tionally sanctioned consequences.? 


A potential model for analyzing the military establishment as a 
social system is represented by social research into industrial 
organization, which has a broader tradition than personnel selec- 
tion and morale studies. Intellectual influences from historical 
writings, economic analysis, social anthropology, and sociological 
theory have emphasized the need for a comprehensive focus on 
the totality of industrial organization, not merely on part of it. 
The single concept of “morale” is displaced by a theory of 
organizational behavior in which an array of sociological con- 
cepts are employed: authority, communications, hierarchy, sanc- 
tion, status, social role, allocation, and integration. Industrial 
organizations have common patterns of behavior which can be 
traced to similarities in their technological apparatus and to their 
goals of profits and productivity. Alternatively, variations in in- 
dustrial behavior can be linked to the cultural, ideological, and 
political facets of any particular society. The sociological perspec- 
tive toward the industrial establishment has produced a wide 
variety of rich theoretical treatises and empirical case studies on 
the internal administration of the factory system, and on the 
impact of industrial organization on contemporary social 
structure.’ 

By contrast, there exists no adequate sociological statement on 
contemporary American military organization, although: frag- 
mentary theoretical essays and particularistic research studies 
abound.‘ One might assume that sociologists’ aspirations for an 
understanding of modern social structures would force them into 
a concern with military institutions which so thoroughly pervade 
contemporary society. The absence of a sustained interest in 
military institutions is manifested in all phases of sociological 
effort, including the standard introductory sociological text. Only 
in the writings of such leading political sociologists as Harold D. 
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Lasswell and Hans Speier has there been a continuing and 
systematic concern with the implications of military organization 
as agents of social change. One of the most insightful and pene- 
trating analyses of American military behavior is contained in 
Men Against Fire by Brigadier General S. L. A. Marshall (Ret.).® 
Since he is a professional newspaper writer and a military his- 
torian, his writings are not explicitly sociological, but they are | 
based on an intimate understanding of military social organiza- 
tion. Through data from group interviews with World War IT 
soldiers immediately after combat and on direct observation of 
battle performance, Marshall sought to account for the low 
expenditure of firepower by combat units (less than one-quarter 
of the troops fired their weapons in battle). 

Interestingly enough, the operational requirements of political 
warfare against the German and Japanese armed forces led to 
research efforts in which these forces were regarded as total social 
systems. During World War II two social science units, working 
independently, recast operational and strategic intelligence into 
sociological models for explaining the strength and vulnerability 
of the Axis armed forces as they came under allied attack.’ Their 
findings, as well as those reported in The American Soldier, showed 
high convergence in underscoring the central importance of 
primary group solidarity even in totalitarian armies as a crucial 

urce of military effectiveness. Specifically, a social system per- 
spective helped to focus attention on the important conclusion 
that it was not Nazi ideology which was at the root of German 
fanatical resistance, but rather the military and organizational 
practices which the Nazis permitted, encouraged, and required. 

In explaining the absence of a realistic interest in military 
institutions, professional sociologists are prone to argue that the 
military has resisted organizational studies, and particularly 
organizational studies that have sought to reach into the upper 
levels of military management. This is a partially correct observa- 
tion, which is basically irrelevant. The assent of the military 
would facilitate sociological inquiry, but such assent is hardly 
indispensable. Some of the best analyses of industrial sociology 
have come from documentary and secondary sources, participant 
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observation, and the careful use of informants—reluctant or 
otherwise. 

In part, this defense by sociologists is incorrect. The military 
establishment, as will be pointed out in this bulletin, has invited 
and subsidized social scientists to investigate the fundamental 
problems of military organization. It is true that all too often this 
support has been sporadic and based on an exaggerated notion of 
the potentialities of social science. Some of these efforts have 
produced relevant results. However, many major endeavors have 
resulted in unfinished research, unpublished mimeographed re- 
ports of pilot projects, or trivial research contributions, which 
indicate that failures in contract research have in part been due 
to the social scientist. 

The explanation for the present absence of sociological analysis 
of the military establishment is more fundamental. In the United 
States the development of the social sciences is linked to the 
liberal tradition which, in general, has sought to handle the 
problem of military institutions by denial. There has been an 
understandable but fundamental tension between the profes- 
sional soldier and the scholar, who seeks to apply the scientific 
method to the human side of military organization and armed 
conflict. The professional soldier often sees the social scientist as 
naive, even though he must defer to him because of professional 
courtesy. The social scientist sees the professional soldier as 
dogmatic. As a result, the approach of the social scientist to the 
military establishment has been segmental and technical, rather 
than comprehensive and scientific. 


Bureaucracy: Civilian or Military 


As a social organization, the contemporary military establish- 
ment has for some time tended to display more and more of the 
characteristics typical of any large-scale nonmilitary bureauc- 
racy. The decreasing difference is a result of continuous tech- 
nological change which vastly expands the size of the military 
establishment, increases its interdependence with civilian society, 
and alters its internal social structure. These technological devel- 
opments in war-making require more and more professionaliza- 
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tion. At the same time, the impact of military technology during 
the past half-century can be described in a series of propositions 
about social change. Each of the conditions symbolized by these 
propositions has had the effect of ‘‘civilianizing”’ military institu- 
tions and of blurring the distinction between the civilian and the 
military] 

1. An increasing percentage of the national income of a 
modern nation is spent for the preparation, execution, and repair 
of the consequences of war. Thus, there is a trend toward total 
popular involvement in the consequences of war and war policy, 
since the military establishment is responsible for the distribution 
of a progressively larger share of the available economic values. 

2. Military technology both vastly increases the destructive- 
ness of warfare and widens the scope of automation in new 
weapons. It is a commonplace that both of these trends tend to 


` weaken the distinction between military roles and civilian roles 


——_ © 


as the destructiveness of war has increased. Weapons of mass 
destruction socialize danger to the point of equalizing the risks of 
warfare for both soldier and civilian. As long as the armed forces 
must rely on large numbers of drafted personnel, powerful influ- 
ences toward civilianization are at work. 

3. The revolution in military technology means that the mili- 
tary mission of deterring violence becomes more and more cen- 
tral as compared with preparing to apply violence. This shift in 
mission tends to civilianize military thought and organization as 
military leaders concern themselves with broad ranges of politi- 
cal, social, and economic policies. 

4. The previous periodic character of the military establish- 
ment (rapid expansion, rapid dismantlement) has given way to a 
more permanent maintenance or expansion. The permanent 
character of the military establishment has removed one im- 
portant source of civilian-military conflict, namely, the civilian 
tendency to abandon the military establishment after a war. In- 
stead, because of the high rate of technological change, internal 
conflicts between the military services have been multiplied. 

5. The complexity of the machinery of warfare and the re- 
quirements for research, development, and technical mainte- 
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nance tend to weaken the organizational boundary between the 
military and the nonmilitary, since the maintenance and man- 
ning of new weapons require a greater reliance on civilian- 
oriented technicians. 

6. Given the “permanent” threat of war, it is well recognized 
that the tasks which military leaders perform tend to widen. 
Their technological knowledge, their direct and indirect power, 
and their heightened prestige result in their entrance, of necessity, 
into arenas that in the recent past have been reserved for civilia 
and professional politicians. The need that political and civilian 
leaders have for expert advice from professional soldiers about the 
strategic implications of technological change serves to mix the 
roles of the military and the civilian. 

Nevertheless, the typical sociological analysis of military 
organization does not take into account the consequences of these 
trends and instead continues to emphasize authoritarian, 
stratified-hierarchical, and traditional dimensions as a basis for 
distinguishing the military from the nonmilitary bureaucracy.’ 

Thus, for example, Campbell and McCormack in their study 
“Military Experience and Attitudes Toward Authority,’ set out 
with the assistance of a United States Air Force research contract 

prove that air cadet training would increase authoritarian 
predispositions among the officer candidates. Since they assumed 
that the dominant characteristics of a military organization are 
its authoritarian procedures, the consequences of participation in 
its training program necessarily heighten authoritarian person- 
ality tendencies among those who successfully pass through such 
training. Appropriately, authoritarian personality tendencies 
imply both the predisposition to dominate arbitrarily others of 
lower status and simultaneously to submit to arbitrary higher 
authority. When the results of the research, as measured by the 
well-known authoritarian “F” scale, showed a decrease in 
authoritarian traits among cadets after one year of training, the 
authors were tempted to conclude that perhaps their research 
tools were inadequate.” Direct examination of the organizational 
processes of combat flight training would indicate an emphasis on 
group interdependence and on a team concept of coordination to 
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ensure survival that should have cautioned these researchers not 
to make the predictions they did make." 

The view with which these social scientists approached the 
military establishment is partly an expression of civilian ideology. 
Moreover, as Hans Speier points out in his critique of the 7 he 
American Soldier research series, such a view distorts actual differ- 
ences between military and civilian organization, since it over- 
looks what is common to large-scale organization in general.!? 
Many of the “bureaucratic” features of military life are, in fact, 
to be found in civilian organizations in varying degree. 


Combat Goals 

These observations do not deny the crucial differences that 
exist between military and nonmilitary bureaucracies. The goals 
of an organization supply a meaningful basis for understanding 
differences in organizational behavior. The military establish- 
ment as a social system has unique characteristics because the 
possibility of hostilities is a permanent reality to its leadership. 
The fact that thermonuclear weapons alter the role of force in 
international relations does not deny this proposition. ‘The conse- 
quences of preparation for future combat and the results of 
previous combat pervade the entire organization. The unique 
character of the military establishment derives from the require- 
ment that its members are specialists in making use of violence 
and mass destruction. In the language of the soldier, this is 
recognized on a common sense basis: military mission is the key 
to military organization. 

Changing technology creates new patterns of combat, and 
thereby modifies organizational behavior and authority in the 
military establishment. The narrowing distinction between mili- 
tary and nonmilitary bureaucracies can never result in the 
elimination of fundamental organizational differences. Three 
pervasive requirements for combat set limits to these civilianizing 
tendencies. 

First, while it is true that modern warfare exposes the civilian 
and the soldier to more equal risks, the distinction between 
military roles and civilian roles has not been eliminated. Tradi- 
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tional combat-ready military formations need to be maintained 
for limited warfare. The necessity for naval and air units to carry on 
the hazardous tasks of continuous and long-range reconnaissance 
and detection, demand organizational forms that will bear the 
stamp of conventional formations. In the future, even with fully 
automated missile systems, conventional units must be maintained 
as auxiliary forces for the delivery of new types of weapons. 

More important, no military system can rely on expectation of 
victory based on the initial exchange of firepower—whatever the 
form of the initial exchange may be. Subsequent exchanges will 
involve military personnel—again regardless of their armament— 
who are prepared to carry on the struggle as soldiers, that is, 
subject themselves to military authority and to continue to fight. 
The automation of war civilianizes wide sectors of the military 
establishment; yet the need to maintain combat readiness and to 
develop centers of resistance after initial hostilities ensures the 
continued importance of military organization and authority. 

Second, what about the consequences of the increased im- 
portance of deterrence as a military mission? Should one not 
expect that such a shift also would result in civilianizing the 
military establishment? If the military is forced to think about 
deterring wars rather than fighting wars, the traditions of the 
“military mind,” based on the inevitability of hostilities, must 
change and military authority must undergo transformation as 
well. There can be no doubt that this shift in mission is having 
important effects on military thought and organization. In fact, 
military pacifism is a growing and important trend in modern 
society as the horrors of war force military leaders to concern 
themselves with the political consequences of violence. 

Again, there are limits to the consequences of this civilianizing 
trend. The role of deterrence is not a uniquely new mission for the 
military establishment. Historically, the contribution of the mili- 
tary to the balance of power has not been made because of the 
civilian character of the military establishment. To the contrary, 
the balance of power formula operates, when it does, because the 
military establishment is prepared to fight effectively and 
immediately. 
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With the increase in the importance of deterrence, military 
elites become more and more involved in diplomatic and political 
warfare, regardless of their preparation for such tasks. Yet the 
specific and unique contribution of the military to deterrence is 
the threat of violence which has currency; that is, it can be taken 
seriously because of the real possibility of violence. Old or new 
types of weapons do not alter this basic formula. In short, 
deterrence still requires organization prepared for combat. 

Third, the assumption that military institutions, as compared 
with economic and industrial institutions, are resistant to tech- 
nological change is considerably undermined as the process of 
innovation in the military establishment itself has become 
routinized. Nevertheless, as long as imponderables weigh heavy 
in estimating military outcomes and as long as the “‘fighter’”’ 
spirit is required to face combat, the military rejects the civilian 
engineer as its professional model. Of course, the engineer is held 
in high esteem,}but the ideal image of the military continues to be 
the strategic commander, not the military technician| It is the 
image of a leader, motivated by national patriotism and not by 
personal monetary gain, who is capable of organizing the talents 
of specialists for all types of contingencies. 

The question of relative resistance to technological innovation 
by the military, as compared with civilian economic and indus- 
trial organization, has produced volumes of historical writing. In 
his broad historical survey John U. Nef argues that military 
organization and the requirements of war-making were not 
crucial factors in Western technological development and, there- 
fore, were not mechanisms for stimulating economic develop- 
ment. r 

In all probability, military organization as late as the middle 
of the nineteenth century was strongly resistant to technological 
innovation. Until that time the military establishments of 
Western Europe were dominated by aristocratic elements that 
were concerned with a traditional way of life. These elements 
stood in opposition to social change and technological innova- 
tion, and accepted new developments in military organization 
with great reluctance. 
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However, in the middle of the twentieth century, military 
institutions can no longer be thought of as merely reacting to 
external pressures and resisting technological innovation. For the 
sociologists studying the military establishment, it is important to 
emphasize that the armed forces now create their own require- 
ments for technological innovation, which in turn influence in- 
dustrial organization. The classical view of the military standing 
in opposition to technological innovation is inapplicable as the 
present cycle of the arms race converts the armed forces into 
centers of support for the development of new weapons systems. 
The military establishment hardly presents the ideal conditions 
for the professional scientist or the research engineer. Yet military 
leaders, regardless of the validity of their professional judgments 
about technological matters, are not characterized by traditional 
thinking about technological requirements. 

Likewise, the procedures of innovation in industry and in the 
military tend to converge; increasing specialization involves the 
replacement of individual entrepreneurship by staff work and 
group research. In the contemporary military establishment with 
its continuous rotation of persons through official roles, the 
process of assessment of needs and prospects of technological 
innovation is as routinized and automatic as in civilian industry. 

Leadership based on traditional military customs must share 
power with experts not only in technical matters but also in 
matters of organization and human relations. Specific organiza- 
tional adaptations of the military even foreshadow developments 
in civilian society, since the military must press hard for innova- 
tion and respond more rapidly to social change. For example, the 
continued need for retraining personnel from operational to 
managerial positions and from older to newer techniques has led 
to a more rational spreading of higher education throughout the 
career of the military officer, rather than the concentrated dosage 
typical of the civilian in graduate or professional school. 

No bureaucracy ever conforms to the ideal model of the ra- 
tional organization and certainly the military establishment can- 
not be thought of in purely engineering terms. As long as ‘“‘the 
battle is the pay off’ —as long as there are dangerous and irksome 
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tasks to be performed—an engineering philosophy cannot suffice 
as the organizational basis of the armed forces. Especially in a 
free enterprise, profit-motivated society, the military establish- 
ment is oriented to duty and honor. S. L. A. Marshall’s observa- 
tions touch directly on this essential theme of military life: 


A note of smugness was not missing from the remark all too fre- 
quently heard during World War IT: “We go at this thing just like 
it was a great engineering job.” What was usually overlooked was 
that to the men who were present at the pay off, it wasn’t an engi- 
neering job, and had they gone about their duty in that spirit, there 
would have been no victory for our side." 


In a period of fantastic technological change, military leader- 
ship is confronted with an almost perpetual crisis of organization. 
The sociological analyst is concerned with understanding the 
organizational consequences of these technological changes. Yet 
it can be assumed that neither the increased automation of mili- 
tary technology, nor the military shift in mission from war- 
making to deterrence, nor the decline in the traditional military 
Opposition to innovation can produce a complete civilianization 
of the military establishment. The structure of military authority 
—the key to military organization—is an expression of the unique 
goals of the military, namely, combat and combat preparation. 

In terms of manpower and mass destruction, air power is the 
ascendant arm, while ground and sea power remain the essential 
components of a system of graduated deterrence. The diversifica- 
tion and specialization of military technology lengthens the 
formal training required to gain mastery of military technology. 
The temporary citizen soldier, sailor, and aviator will become 
less important and a completely professional armed force more 
vital. The need to fight limited wars or strategic wars instantly, 
with the available mobilized forces, tends to increase reliance on a 
professional military establishment. But these contemporary 
trends do not produce a professional army isolated and remote 
from civilian society, but a military establishment that is an 
integral part of the larger society on which its technological 


resources depend. 
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HIERARCHY AND AUTHORITY 


Hierarcny is the hallmark of a sociological conception of bu- 
reaucratic organization. The principle of hierarchy is simply that 
every lower office is under the control and supervision of a higher 
one. Since by definition the military establishment is a compre- 
hensive and an all-embracing hierarchy, the career soldier is - 
assumed to be an ideal example of the professional operating 
under bureaucratic authority. The contemporary growth of 
bureaucratic organization in government, industry, and educa- 
tion implies the growth of this same hierarchical principle, his- 
torically associated with military life. 

For the professional officer who has a career commitment to 
the military, or for the selective service recruit scheduled to spend 
a two-year tour of duty, military hierarchy operates pervasively. 
The professional officer has entered on a career that attaches him 
to a single authority through which all of his life chances are 
regulated. The recruit finds that the full cycle of his daily 
existence is now for the first time under the control of a single 
authority. Military life is, in short, institutional life. 

But it is the sources from which military authority derives 
power and influence that are of crucial consequence. Does 
authority flow from custom, law, or the personal characteristics of 
key officer, to mention the categories of analysis offered by Max 
Weber? Of course, no hierarchical organization of any size or 
complexity has its authority system based on a single principle. 
Thus, the sociologist is concerned with the types of authority that 
predominate in the military establishment and the linkages 
between the various hierarchies of authority. Do the systems of 
authority operate to reenforce each other or do they operate to 
Create organizational strains? How appropriate is the actual 
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hierarchy of authority for the tasks and goals of the organi- 
zation? 


The Skill Structure 

One approach to understanding the sources of organizational 
authority is to analyze the division of labor—the skill structure — 
in the military establishment. It is revealing to contrast the com- 
plex skill structure of a modern professional military organiza- 
tion—either under democratic or totalitarian political control — 
with the simple division of labor of the feudal armed force.1 We 
can speak of the feudal or aristocratic type of military establish- 
ment as a composite model of Western European military organ- 
ization before industrialism began to have its full impact. Sur- 
vivals of these forms have persisted in most military establish- 
ments during the twentieth century. | 

The most striking aspect of the skill structure of the aristocratic 
military establishment is its close articulation with the then 
existing larger society. The military division of labor was simple, 
the levels of hierarchy few as well as rigidly defined, and within 
each stratum, specialization was almost nonexistent. The skill 
requirements were directly available in feudal society without 
additional specialized training. In particular, the aristocracy— 
the landed nobility—supplied the bulk of the necessary leader- 
ship, since their way of life prepared them for the requirements 
of warfare. Both family connection and common ideology en- 
sured that military officers would form a cohesive group and 
would embody the ideology of the dominant groups in the social 
structure. Officership was not a specialized profession, but merely 
a part-time and occasional aspect of aristocratic existence. The 
officer even supplied his own weapons. The rank-and-file cadres 
were also drawn directly from their peacetime pursuits. Aside 
from small bands of mercenaries, soldiers came from the lower 
social strata where the appropriate skills for the few auxiliary 
weapons could be found. The role of warrior was a most honor- 
able one and military status determined a person’s prestige. 

Because of the simple skill structure and relatively static 
organization, military authority was derived from tradition, 
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custom, and social position. The aristocratic military establish- 
ment had an ascriptive system of authority} Authority was 
ascribed, in that persons were born into the officer class or they 
were excluded. Seldom could they earn such position through 


personal performance. The system of strict seniority, requiring 
praoto an E eee Sees aragia ih th seamen 
ascribed authority in modern armed forces. Age and length of 
service, like social status at birth, are ascribed group character- 
istics rather than marks of performance. The transforming of the 
aristocratic feudal military establishment into a professional 
armed force is linked to the growth of industrialism and the 
technological development of war. The traditional ascriptive 
basis of military authority becomes modified with a greater and 
greater reliance on criteria of achievement as the basis for allocating 
positions of authority. Performance in training, technical com- 
petence, and career records of the persons supplant birth, social 
connections, and inherited social status. The emergence of a 
professional army—that is, more specifically, a professional 
officer corps—was a slow and gradual transition with many inter- 
ruptions and reversals. Although in the eighteenth century the 
signs were Clearly discernible, one cannot speak of the emergence 
of a military profession until after 1800. 

“Law and medicine are identified as the more ancient profes- 
sions. The professional practitioners, as a result of prolonged and 
specialized training, acquired a technique that enabled them to 
render a specialized service. But a professional group is more than 
a group with a special skill acquired through training. A profes- 
sional group develops a sense ot group identity and a compie ot 
organizations for internal administration. Self-administration— 
often supported by state intervention—implies the growth of a 
body of ethics and a code of practice.? Samuel Huntington speaks 
of three essential elements in professionalism in the military: 
expertise, responsibility, and corporateness.® 

The import of ethics and responsibility in the professionaliza- 
tion of the military is a complex and murky topic about which 
agreement is yet to be reached (But professionalism clearly means 
the emergence of a career service and the decline of the gentle- 
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man in warfare.‘ The aristocratic officer began to be displaced a 
artillery and more elaborate logistical planning required that thx 
military be a trained and a full-time occupation] An upper-clas: 
education failed to provide the mathematical and engineering 
background that the occupation now required. (Historical re- 
search highlights the evolution of the military profession as 
middle-class technicians during the nineteenth century took over 
the specialized artillery and engineering services, while the 
infantry and to an even greater extent the cavalry remained the 
domain of the aristocracy}® As the simple division of labor gave 
way to a complex pattern of specialization, the number of ranks 
increased and the staff officer emerged as a specialist in planning 
and coordination. The military became a profession in the employ 
of the state, separated by training from other professionals and 
dependent on the state for his complex instruments of warfare. 
(All of these transformations implied that positions of authority 
would have to be allocated to persons with demonstrated com- 
petence, that is, on the basis of achievement) 

In all types of organizations the dilemma of ascriptive versus 
achievement authority is ever present. But it is a recurrent 
civilian perspective that the military establishment underem- 
phasizes achievement in order to maintain traditional forms and 
the privileges of seniority. Thus, for example, the close link 
between age and rank in the military profession, particularly in 
naval organization, sets narrow limits within which skill is ac- 
corded positions of authority. (In short, the hierarchical features 
of the military establishment strengthen the ascriptive sources of 
authority and compound the tasks of incorporating new skill 
groups) 

First, there exists a deep source of organizational strain in all 
three services—ground, air, and naval—because the military 
staff-command structure does not articulate with its skill struc- 
turen all three services the increased number and complexity of 
technical roles and specialists operate under the formally pre- 
scribed lines of authority developed for the simpler units of the 
past century. The basic dilemma centers about the staff officer, 
who despite his expanded functions and specialized skills, is de- 
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fined as being subservient to the commanding officer} Originally, 
the role of the staff officer was defined as that of adviser to the 
commanding officer. Authority was vested solely in the com- 
mander. The supremacy of the commander appeared essential in 
order that specialists may operate, within their competence and 
that they be effectively coordinated} This type of organizational 
structure in which the staff officer is limited to the role of adviser 
may have worked adequately as long as the technology of warfare 
developed slowly, but it presents continuing strain, given current 
complex technology. 

As the division of labor becomes more complex and more 
specialized, the commander’s dilemma becomes more pressing. 
He is not equipped with sufficient technical knowledge to super- 
vise or assess adequately the performance of his technical sub- 
ordinates. Nevertheless, the commander is held responsible for 
their performance by the formal hierarchy ar and SA Bac: les J there > 
of the organization. The military establishment see $16 brepare re ohdkackone Í 
him for this dilemma by increased schooling, by rotational assign- 
ments, and by specialized instruction in the techniques of > oR 
administration. ROTATION 

Yet the military commander is forced to increase his reliance 
on staff officers to ensure that technical functions are efficiently 
performed in his own units and at lower echelons under his 
responsibility. The technical complexities of command force the 
commander to use his staff officers in supervisory as well as 
advisory roles. Authority conflicts are created for: (a) the staff 
officer charged with “producing” efficient performance of those 
lower-echelon functions falling within his technical competence, 
and (b) for the commander in the lower-echelon units under such 

. supervision. (f the staff officer, in his capacity as technical spe- 
cialist (and employing his achieved authority), attempts to 
exercise authority over a technical function in a lower echelon, he 
is vulnerable to the allegation that he is using authority which is 
specifically denied him by the formal rules of the military estab- 
lishment) But if he fails to exercise his supervisory control, he 
risks the charge of failing to assist his commander in executing his 
responsibilities. If the lower-echelon commander permits direct 
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intervention for efficiency, he does so in the face of formal regula 
tions. He thereby weakens his ascribed authority over his unit 
and often his own staff officers refuse to act on the “‘suggestion’ 
of the higher-staff officer. But if he resists direct higher-staff inter- 
vention, he is confronted with the reality that higher-echelon 
commanders may not share his emphasis on formal regulations. 
Or by preventing higher staff from exercising technical authority, 
he is forced to exercise supervision himself, although often he 
lacks the technical competence for this supervision. 

In a highly suggestive study of organizational strains, Samuel 
Stouffer, Andrew Henry, and Edgar Borgatta investigated the 
attitudes toward staff-command relations in the United States 
Air Force. They charted the opinions of 2,500 Air Force officers 
on the conditions under which they believed that a higher- 
echelon staff officer should handle a problem “unofficially”? in a 
lower-echelon staff section through the staff channel—by dealing 
directly with the lower-level staff officer—as contrasted with the 
approved approach of handling it through command channels. 

The extent to which reliance on informal channels is an ac- 
ceptable norm is revealed by the fact that an overwhelming 
majority (77 per cent) of the officers favored direct staff inter- 
vention in a maintenance or supply problem occurring for the 
first time. In short, in the normal course of events, informal and 
unofficial staff intervention would be used. Moreover, when the 
same problem (maintenance and supply) has arisen frequently, 
35 per cent still felt that such staff channels should be utilized. 
A stronger test of the reliance on such practices was officer 
opinion concerning a problem which was described as “‘seriously 
affecting the primary mission.” For so serious a problem, 31 
per cent still contended that they would use staff channels if the 
problem occurred for the first time. The die-hard “out of chan- 
nels” officer drops to a very small minority of 15 per cent, who 
would use staff channels if the problem is seriously affecting the 
mission and has already come up in the lower-staff echelon 
several times. As would be expected, regular officers were least 
disposed to report that they would use staff channels, the volun- 
teer reserve officer more disposed, and the involuntary reserve 


HIERARCHY AND AUTHORITY 2I 


officer the most disposed. However, the magnitude of these 
differences was not striking, indicating that the staff-command 
dilemma operates for all types of officer personnel and reflects the 
basic problem of a complex skill structure operating within the 
formal military hierarchy. 

cond, in the military establishment organizational strains 
exist which center about the continuous effort to develop a 
hierarchy of ranks appropriate to the new complex skill structure. 
In theory, in tradition, and in image the military rank system is a 
continuous pyramid with direct and clear-cut lines of authority 
and command channels from the top to the very bottom. In 
actuality, it has been transformed into a diamond-shaped 
hierarchy. 

When armies became mass organizations through the introduc- 
tion of the rifle, the assumption developed that a rank distribu- 
tion of a single broadly based pyramid was the appropriate 
hierarchical form. The greatest number of men were privates, all 
of whom performed a relatively standardized task—infantrymen 
directly engaging the enemy. The task of the infantryman re- 
quired only limited specialization, but it was a specialization 
without transferable skill to civilian employment. The officer of 
the line with his specialized training likewise had limited employ- 
ment opportunities in the larger society. The number of officers 
at the higher levels of command and coordination dropped off 
progressively and sharply, but the concentration of technical 
specialists increased. In such a hierarchy the number of ranks 
could be small and the lines of authority could extend directly 
from the top to the very bottom. Traditionally, the Navy had a 
similar rank system. 

However, the new skill structure of the military establishment 
is one in which specialization penetrates down the hierarchy into 
the formations assigned to combat. The concentration of persons 
engaged in purely military occupations is now a minority and 
even the combat occupations involve technical specialization. 
The transferability of skill to civilian occupations is extremely 
widespread. Top-ranking generals and admirals particularly 
have many nonmilitary functions to perform which involve gen- 
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eral managerial skills. These long-term changes in the militar 
establishment can be seen from an occupational analysis c 
enlisted personnel since the Civil War. Military type of occupa 
tions accounted for 93.2 per cent of the personnel in the Civi 
War, but after the Spanish-American War the civilian type o 
occupations began to predominate. By 1954 only 28.8 per cen 
of Army personnel were engaged in purely military occupations 
The percentages are undoubtedly lower for both Navy and Ai 
Force personnel. 


OCCUPATIONAL SPECIALIZATION IN ARMY ENLISTED 
PERSONNEL, CIVIL WAR TO 1954 


Occupational group er ma- World World Korean Year 
we War WarI WarlII War 1954 
Civilian type 

Technical, scientific 0.2 0.5 7 10.1 10.7 14.5 
Administrative, clerical 0.7 3.1 .0 14.6 19.2 17-5 

Skilled mechanics, 
maintenance, etc. 0.6 I.1 21.5 15.8 16.9 20.3 
Service workers 2.4 6.5 12.5 9. II. 10.4 
Operative, laborers 2.9 2.2 20.2 13. 8. 8.4 
Military type 93.2 86.6 34.1 36.2 33.1 28.8 


Source: Report on Conditions of Military Service for the President?s Commission on Veterans’ 
Pensions, Question IV (Nature of Military Duties), December 28, 1955. 


As already indicated, to meet the organizational requirements of 
this proliferation of skills, the military hierarchy has had to be 
adjusted, so that the allocation of ranks is no longer a pyramid, 
but is closer to a diamond in shape. More accurately, two 
diamond-shaped hierarchies—one for the enlisted men and one 
for the officers corps—have emerged. For example, the distribu- 
tion of enlisted grades in a typical bomb squadron was reported 
at the end of the Korean hostilities as:’ 


Per cent 
Master sergeants 7.0 
Technical sergeants 10.3 
Staff sergeants 15.2 
Airmen first class 24.4 
Airmen second class 28.1 
Airmen third class 13.5 
Basic airmen 1.5 


Total 100.0 
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The diamond shape is even more marked in certain technical and 
maintenance units. So also, the Personnel Act of 1947, which 
sought 51,000 active duty officers for the ground forces, made 
captain the most prevalent rank, with the number of second 
lieutenants approximately equal to that of majors. 

This changed pattern of rank gives the impression of an infla- 
tion in rank. An infantry regiment in 1939 had three master 
sergeants, while in 1955 a single infantry company had five. In 
1939 the infantry squad leader was a corporal; in 1956 he was a 
sergeant first class{In part, this development is a response to the 
need to raise the status and income of the soldier. In part, it is 
also a tendency of organizations to grow internally. But basically, 
this expansion of the middle strata of ranks—officers and enlisted 
men—is a typical manifestation of organizations which have 
grown more complex and where achievement criteria weigh 
heavily in the allocation of authority. 

is proliferation of the middle-officer ranks also creates the 
image of a weakening of authority, since officers hold their rank 
not merely on the basis of the number of subordinates they com- 
mand but because of their technical skills. In reality, authority 
has not been so much weakened as transformed) The tasks of 
military authority now more often relate to lateral coordination 
and cooperation than to the exercise of responsibility of the 
highest echelons over the lowest echelons) The task of the highest 
echelons is to create the conditions for the middle strata of 
specialists to coordinate their efforts. Consider a typical operation 
in the Korean conflict where an infantry combat team required 
air support from carrier-based planes, and it is abundantly clear 
that direct orders of a hierarchical variety are being supple- 
mented by complex lateral coordination. 

Military leadership is continuously seeking to offset the ap- 
parent weakening of authority by attempting to create a separate 
hierarchy of technical specialists and a separate hierarchy of 
commanders} The object is to reestablish something approaching 
a pyramid type of structure with clear lines of authority from the 
top to the very bottom. But fundamentally the new skill structure 
does not permit or allow for so simple a hierarchy. As the military 
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establishment becomes more enmeshed in engineering and de 
velopment, it is more difficult to maintain the distinction be 
tween the commander and the technical specialist. In the Ai 
Force, which is an organization of combat flyers and forme 
combat flyers, the organizational crisis is the deepest, sinc 
displacement of the “fighter” is proceeding more rapidly anc 
more completely than in the ground or naval forces. 

Traditional hierarchical authority is the basis on which the 
military establishment maintains its organizational boundaries 
Such authority comes to be shared with the authority of skill and 
achievement, despite formal channels of command and the 
official hierarchy of rank. 


\/ Status Systems 


=- ae 


Sociological analysis has long recognized that status systems 
are required to regulate and control the tensions and conflicts 
generated by competition among differing systems of authority. 
Authority, ascribed or achieved, is not operative because of the 
ultimate sanctions that an officer can mobilize. Rather, in_any 
organization, civilian or military, authority systems operate on a 
day-to-day basis or fail to operate because of the status—that is, 
the prestige and the respect—the officers have. If authority is 
traditional and ascribed, status systems are likely to be fixed and’ 
clear-cut. But with the extension of achievement and skill criteria 


for allocating authority, status systems become fluid and are not 


clear-cut. Skilled specialists or men with outstanding combat 
records, despite low rank, may be accorded higher prestige than 
officers with higher rank. When status and prestige are in sharp 
variation to the contributions a person renders to an organiza- 
tion, authority systems are certain to be subject to strain and 


` tension. 


The effectiveness of military authority is deeply conditioned by 
the status and prestige which civilian society accords the military 
profession. It is generally recognized that, despite public acclaim 
of individual military heroes, officership is a low-status profession. 
The results of a national sampling of opinion placed the prestige 
of the officer in the armed services not only below the physician, 
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scientist, college professor, and minister, but even below that of 
the public schoolteacher.® In this study, the relative prestige of 
the Air Force and Navy was above that of the Army and the 
Marine Corps, as measured by adult opinion as to which service 
they preferred for their sons. Yet one adult civilian in two felt 
that he would be pleased if his son took up a career in the military 
services. Interestingly enough, the less educated civilian holds 
both the military officer and the public servant in higher esteem 
than does the better educated.’ 

An adequate level of prestige, difficult though that may be to 
define, is required to maintain organizational effectiveness and to 
inhibit excessive personnel turnover. In addition, the relatively 
low prestige of the military in the eyes of civilians conditions the 
conception that the military profession holds of itself. ‘The mili- 
tary takes over this civilian image, with the result that the mili- 
tary exhibits extreme status sensitivity. The concern with status 
of the military professional is to be traced not only to the hier- 
archical organization of the armed forces. The military behaves 
very much like any other minority or low-status group. 

It is, therefore, not surprising that the military establishment 
has evolved an elaborate basis for according its limited supply of 
status and prestige to its own members. Most pervasive is the 
criterion which is applied universally through the services, the 


| 
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distinction between the officers and the enlisted men. The other . 


universal distinctions are between regulars and reservists, line 
versus staff, combat versus noncombat, and the like. There are 
also more particular designations, such as veteran status of a 
particular campaign, membership in a high-status formation, or 
graduation from a service academy. 

An effort was made by a University of North Carolina Air 
Force research group to study empirically status rivalries at 
selected Air Force bases.!® On the whole, these research studies 
were mainly descriptive and did not analyze in detail the conse- 
quences of status rivalries on organizational behavior. They over- 
looked the positive influences that status systems have on initia- 
tive and incentives. Two of the collaborators, James D. Thomp- 
son and Richard L. Simpson, summarized their orientation with 
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the hypothesis that “when members of a minority status class ar 
concentrated in certain parts of a unit, especially in positions o 
authority, organizational stress is likely to develop.” Socia 
scientists will be required to develop a more comprehensive viev 
of the nature and consequences of status rivalries in militar 
systems. 

A published study from this project by Raymond Mack under. 
lines the observation, well known to every alert military com. 
mander, that flying in the Air Force has more prestige than 
decision-making at the lower echelons; that is, operational unit: 
outrank command units in prestige." But this system of prestige 
does not extend throughout the entire hierarchy. Although a 
combat ideology pervades the highest echelons, the prestige of 
decision-making and planning increases, the higher the officer 
advances. Thus, in their career development Air Force officers 
and officers in the other services must readjust their perspectives, 
often with great difficulty, to new professional requirements. 


Changing Military Discipline 

The new skill structure modifies military discipline as well as 
status. At first glance, the military establishment is a vast organ- 
ization for technical and logistical operations and a preponder- 
ance of its personnel are engaged in administrative and house- 
keeping functions. But military authority, if it is to be effective, 
must strive to make combat units its organizational prototype, 
and the character of military organization can best be seen in 
combat units. In combat the maintenance of initiative has be- 
come a requirement of greater importance than the rigid enforce- 
ment of discipline. In the succinct formulation of S. L. A. 
Marshall, “The philosophy of discipline has adjusted to changing 
conditions. As more and more impact has gone into the hitting 
power of weapons, necessitating ever-widening deployments in 
the forces of battle, the quality of the initiative in the individual 
has become the most praised of the military virtues.” 

In a sense, the military ideology of authoritarian discipline has 
always been tempered by the necessities of human nature. But the 
close order formations based on relatively low firepower could be 
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dominated and controlled by direct and rigid discipline. How- 
ever, since the development of the rifle bullet of more than a 
century ago, the social organization of combat units has been 
changing continuously so as to throw the individual fighter on his 
own and his primary group’s resources. Despite the proliferation 
of military technology, all three services are dependent on the 
initiative of a very small percentage of the fighting personnel, who 
are willing to press the attack under all circumstances. The Air 
Force discovered that less than one per cent of its military pilots 
became aces—five victories in air battle; yet this one per cent 
accounted roughly for 30 to 40 per cent of the enemy aircraft 
destroyed in the air. 

In World War II and again in the Korean conflict, the com- 
mand problem in the ground forces centered on developing the 
ability of the infantry soldier to make the fullest use of his 
weapons. The infantry squad, the air crew, and the submarine 
complement, all have wide latitude for making decisions requir- 
ing energy and initiative. The increased firepower of modern 
weapons causes military forces—land, sea, and air—to be more 
dispersed, in order to reduce exposure to danger. Each unit be- 
comes increasingly dependent on its own organizational impetus, 
once the battle has started. ‘Thus, the military establishment with 
its hierarchical structure, with its exacting requirements for 
coordination, and with its apparently high centralization of 
organizational power, must strive contrariwise to develop the 
broadest decentralization of initiative at the point of contact with 
the enemy. As the destructiveness of weapons systems increases, 
short of total destruction, the importance of initiative increases 
for the military formations that survive the initial exchange of 
hostilities. 

The combat soldier, regardless of military arm, when com- 
mitted to battle, is hardly the model of Max Weber’s ideal 
bureaucrat following rigid rules and regulations. In certain 
respects he is the antithesis. ‘The combat fighter is not routinized 
and self-contained. Rather, his role is one of constant improvisa- 
tion, regardless of his service or weapon. Improvisation is the 
keynote of the individual fighter or combat group. The impact of 
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battle destroys men, equipment, and organization that need 
constantly to be brought back into some form of unity through 
on-the-spot improvisation. In battle the planned division of labor 
breaks down. 

The technology of warfare is so complex that the coordination 
of a group of specialists cannot be guaranteed simply by authori- 
tarian discipline. Members of a military group recognize their 
greater mutual dependence on the technical proficiency of their 
team members than on the formal authority structure. The mili- 
tary organization dedicated to victory is forced to alter its tech- 
niques of training and indoctrination. Rather than developing 
automatic reaction to combat dangers, it requires a training 
program designed to teach men not only to count on instruction 
from superiors but also to exercise their own judgment about the 
best response to make when confronted with given types of 
danger. The very designation “combat team” exemplifies the 
goals of such indoctrination, since it emphasizes the positive con- 
tributions of each person regardless of rank. ‘Thus, the operational 

| code of the Israeli forces in the Sinai campaign was, in effect, 
“when in doubt, attack” —an expression of sheer initiative. 

Obviously, technology conditions these changing internal so- 
cial relations in the military establishment. The morale and 
coordination of a complex group of specialists cannot be guaran- 
teed simply by authoritarian discipline. The complexity of the 
machinery and the resultant social interdependence produce an 
important residue of organizational power for each participating 
member. All the members of a military group recognize their 
mutual dependence on the technical proficiency and level of 
performance of others, as well as on the formal authority 

, structure. 

Thus, the impact of technology has forced a shift in the prac- 
tices of military authority. Military authority must shift from 
reliance on practices based on domination to a wider utilization of 
manipulation. ‘Traditional or ascriptive authority relies heavily on 
domination, while manipulation is more appropriate for author- 
ity based on achievement. By domination we mean influencing a 
person’s behavior, by giving explicit instruction as to desired 
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behavior without reference to the goals sought. Domination in- 
volves threats and negative sanctions rather than positive incen- 
tives. It tends to produce mechanical compliance. Manipulation 
involves influencing an individual’s behavior less by giving 
explicit instructions and more by indirect techniques of group 
persuasion and by an emphasis on group goals. While the term 
‘*manipulation” has come to be thought of as morally reprehensi- 
ble, it describes the efforts of leadership when orders are issued 
and the reasons for them are given. It is impossible to analyze 
modern institutions without reference to a concept such as manip- 
ulation, or some more socially acceptable equivalent. Manipula- 
tion involves positive incentives rather than physical threats; 
manipulation does retain the threat of exclusion from the group 
as a control. The indirect techniques of manipulation are de- 
signed to take into account the individual soldier’s predispositions. 

The goal of military authority, in ideal terms, is to create stable 
and purposeful involvement at each level in the hierarchy of 
ranks. When military leaders operate successfully, they make use 
of their organizational skills to produce effective participation. 
So it can be said, as older forms of domination become outmoded, 
effective participation becomes a new criterion for judging mili- 
tary authority. There is no clear-cut conceptual agreement even 
in idealized terms about the nature of such authority, but the 
problem is crucial for all types of hierarchical organization. 
Terms such as “‘participant authority” and ‘“‘fraternal authority” 
have been offered, but the specific designation is not the basic 
issue. It is, however, necessary to keep in mind that use of the 
term “democratic authority” by some social psychologists is both 
unfortunate and misleading. Democratic authority applies polit- 
ical processes especially to election contests and serves little pur- 
pose in analyzing administrative and organizational behavior, 
especially military organization. 

The military establishment, despite its hierarchical structure 
and legal code, presents a striking case of this shift from domina- 
tion to increased reliance on manipulation. There are cyclical 
trends in military discipline but the important issue is that the 
shift toward manipulation has been gradual and long term. The 
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development of an operating doctrine to accommodate the mili- 
tary profession in the United States to these requirements started 
before World War I, but it was not until World War II that these 
trends were directly acknowledged. The transformation of mili- 
tary authority can be seen in every phase of organizational 
behavior—for example, the narrowing of the differences in 
privileges, status, and even uniforms of the enlisted man and the 
officer, the development of conference techniques of command 
from the smallest unit to the Joint Chiefs of Staff themselves, or 
the rewriting of military law into the new Uniform Code. Em- 
phasis on manipulative control varies as between the services, 
depending on the rate and nature of technological change. The 
Air Force in some respects has gone the farthest in modification 
of its organizational behavior. 

Yet the long-term outcome of the current transformation from 
an emphasis on domination to increased reliance on manipula- 
tion is problematic. It is abundantly clear that present forms are 
highly transitional. Since the shift in function of military author- 
ity is based on organizational requirements, it is not surprising 
that even armies of totalitarian political systems display these 
same features. The organizational effectiveness of the Wehrmacht 
was based on well-developed practices of manipulation and group 
cohesion, within the context of radical repression of extreme 
political and ideological deviation. 

Indeed, the shift away from organizational discipline based on 
domination is a manifestation of all types of modern large-scale 
bureaucracies. However, because of the severity and uncertain 
nature of combat, the military has been forced to react more 
dramatically and extensively to the pressures for indirect rule. 
Since the new discipline must operate within a hierarchical 
structure and must serve the need for complicated coordinating 
mechanisms, the shift from domination to manipulation de- 
velops high levels of organizational strain and many unsolved 
dilemmas. 

The contradictory interplay of practices designed to stimulate 
group initiative and those practices required for organizational 
coordination are again widespread contemporary bureaucratic 
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processes. It can be argued that they are more extreme in military 
than in civilian organizations. Organizations can and do function 
effectively despite internal strain and dilemmas. But the military 
organization has special characteristics which complicate and 
disrupt the successful incorporation of authority based on indirect 
control, group decision, and other manipulative techniques. 

Devices for maintaining organization balance under conflicting 
requirements are slow to develop. Thus, for example, extensive 
training and expertise are required to develop an officer cadre 
skilled in applying indirect techniques of control, whose use of 
indirect techniques of leadership will be accepted by subordinates 
as valid and not merely as a sham. The gap between formal 
regulation and procedures and the informal realities of command 
is also especially great. This becomes a source of tension and 
confusion, since it is obvious and easily criticized. The wide 
difference between the official and the unofficial is perpetuated, 
since the realities of combat are passed on from one generation 
to the next by personal contacts, or informally, and not officially 
or explicitly. 

Equally disruptive to orderly incorporation of indirect disci- 
pline is the ideological orientation of portions of the military 
elite. In the United States and elsewhere, the military elite holds 
a basic conservative ideological and political orientation and 
often is alarmed at, and misinterprets, the new requirements of 
military authority.” ents of the mili see the new 
requirements as potentially undermining the entire basis o 
authority and coordination and as barriers to decisions on the 
strategic level. Concern with technological change does not neces- 
sarily imply concern with organizational change. Such officers 
fail to see how manipulative techniques supply the basis for 
developing the necessary strong subleadership required to operate 
effectively within a well-managed and closely supervised military 
formation. In fact, they fail to see that indirect and manipulative 
control of a rank-and-file leadership based on positive group 
cohesion is essential to maintain both decentralized initiative and 
operational control over widely dispersed military formations. 
The ‘‘bruderschaft” of the Waffen SS represents an example of 
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how such procedures can be cevelcoed within a very rigid 
command structure. 

It is not necessary to asure that indirect social control inaplies 
an imabc ‘ty to arrive at sretezic or taccical decisions. To the 
Con rary, P in sunport of te srategsic commander has 
trac:ticnaliv assumed a range of icterciav before the responsible 
authority arrives at a cecison. The requsemecs of commanc 
have pushed this farm of deciscno-mazacng down to the lowes: 
operational units. It i undersandcac:e thar such a mend i 
resisted by mitrary wacidonalse. MCitary eits, typically, are 
concerned that incirect control should not undermine the basic 
authority structure and, therefore, feel repeateciv compeliec. 
without clear criteria, to attermpt to lim: the use of group con- 
sensus procedures by lower commancers. Consequendy, as the 
cider techniques of military domination break down under tech- 
nological requirements, newer forms based on manipulauon 
emerge as highly unstable and loaded with tension. One formula- 
tion of the research task of sociclogists is to study the strength 
versus the organizational vulnerability of contemporary military 
discipline. A functional analysis of changing military discipline 
requires an examination of at least three topics, which comprise 
the subject matter of the next chapters: the assimilation of mili- 
tary roles, primary group structure, and techniques of organiza- 
tional control. 
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Few orcanizations place as much emphasis on procedures for 
assimilating new members as does the military establishment. 
Assimilation involves the ongoing process of recruitment, selec- 
tion, training, and career development. Not only must the new 
recruit, officer, or enlisted man learn a complex of technical 
skills. He is also expected.,to master an elaborate code of social 
behavior and professional honor, since membership in the mili- 
tary means participation in an organizational community which 
regulates behavior both on and off the “job.” In the process of 
assimilation the recruit learns the roles, the required behaviors of 
his office, which he must perform regardless of his personal 
preferences. Whatever gratification and rewards military life may 
offer, military occupations are frequently hazardous, strenuous, 
and at times irksome. Assimilation of military roles requires 
strong positive motives if military tasks are to be performed with 
dispatch. 

Since the specific tasks of the armed forces are constantly 
changing under the impact of technology, assimilation literally 
extends throughout the entire career of the professional soldier. 
Career advancement also means abandoning one type of military 
role—tactical combat—for another, organizational leadership 
and command. This is a difficult process involving extensive 
retraining. In a period in which the military establishment is 
directed to deter total thermonuclear war, and yet the possibility 
of limited warfare is in the forefront of international relations, it 
is not an exaggeration to speak of the crisis in the mechanics of 
assimilating military roles. Personnel has to be recruited and 
trained for multiple roles and for roles about which there is 
neither agreement nor clarity. For a long time sociologists have 
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been concerned with the mechanics of assimilation, since it is 
through these processes that organizations demonstrate their: 
viability. The sociological perspective toward the assimilation of 
new roles in the military highlights the continuity of a person’s 
social behavior before and after initiation into the organization. 

The military behavior of the selectee in World War IT or in the 
Korean conflict was just as much a function of his conditioning in 
civilian life as it was a result of the military training he received. 
Changes in military life and changes in the society from which the 
officer and the enlisted personnel come are closely linked. The 
professional soldier and the civilian soldier are both products of 
the same social system. It is a fundamental error to assume that 
the military establishment is some sort of self-contained organism 
which digests and assimilates foreign bodies. Such an image 
implies that the military is a vestigial appendage rather than an 
organ of contemporary society. The sociological perspective does 
not deny the unique characteristics of the military establishment, 
nor does it overlook the respects in which the military may lag 
behind civilian society. 

It does, however, affirm that the orientation which the civilian 
society gives to recruits—officers and enlisted men—will either 
assist or retard their assimilation of military roles. It affirms also 
that the professional cadres who have the responsibility of train- 
ing new personnel have a definition of their job which comes from 
the basic values of civilian society. 


Recruitment 


What are the social dimensions of civilian life which assist or 
hinder recruits in assimilating military roles? Obviously, civilian 
Orientations toward military service vary, depending upon 
whether recruitment is for a peacetime or a wartime establish- 
ment. In the continuing ‘‘cold war” period, the military is con- 
fronted with the difficulties of recruiting for an establishment 
which is neither peacetime nor wartime in the traditional sense. 
Currently, the selective service system is required to maintain the 
personnel requirements of the ground forces, while the naval and 
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air formations are based on professionals, as well as limited term 
volunteers and reservists, many of whom are responding to the 
pressures of selective service. 

Pacificism, religious or political, is hardly widespread in the 
United States although it may be growing. Military service is 
accepted because of recognized necessities. But for the potential 
recruit, especially the volunteer, a positive attitude is based not 
only on the task of the armed forces but also on the fact that the 
military offers an adequate and respectable level of personal 
security. For the enlisted man seeking a professional career, it 
offers relatively promising possibilities. The strong regulations 
requiring nondiscriminatory practices—whether they be regional 
or racial-ethnic, or social class—have had the consequence of 
attracting the socially disadvantaged, especially lower-class per- 
sons with rural backgrounds, and Negroes who develop strong 
career commitments to the services. De Tocqueville already saw 
that for many enlisted men military life was an avenue for social 
advancement in a manner similar to particular civilian occupa- 
tions.' For the potential professional officer not only does the 
military profession offer an opportunity for education and social 
mobility, but it is generally considered to be an occupation which 
stands in contrast to the many routine tasks of civilian life. It is 
a profession with a sense of mission and adventuresome experi- 
ences, especially those connected with travel. 

The raising of the pay scale of the armed forces in 1958, as a 
result of the Cordiner Committee Report, was designed to en- 
hance career opportunities in the military and thereby decrease 
personnel turnover. In the new pay scale there is a sharp weaken- 
ing of the traditional principles of pay increases based on length 
of service and an effort to develop rewards on the basis of merit. 
It is doubtful whether the military profession, as a profession, can 
solve its personnel problems on the basis of incentive pay scales, 
important as this may be. In the long run the rewards of civilian 
industry are likely to be more attractive for the most highly 
skilled and most proficient. The attraction of the military service 
for the professional involves such factors as style of life, social 
status, sense of mission, and the importance of military honor. 
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By sharp contrast the negative image of the military establish- 
ment in the American social structure stands as a powerful bar- 
rier to the recruitment of personnel. In a society in which indi- 
vidualism and personal gain are paramount virtues, it is under- 
standable that wide sectors of the civilian population view the 
military career as a weak choice, as an effort to ‘‘sell out”? cheaply 
for economic security and low pay and limited prestige. In this 
view the free enterprise system is real and hard, so that the per- 
sons who are weak and unable to withstand the rigors of competi- 
tion seek escape into the military. Repeatedly, this observation 
has been made with particular reference to the enlisted personnel 
in the peacetime establishment. “In the regular army . . . the 
majority of the enlisted men are concerned with individual 
security rather than with competitive achievement.’ It is diffi- 
cult to explain why the military establishment, which is an 
organization founded on the function of violence, which places a 
high evaluation upon masculinity and aggressiveness, and which, 
in effect, has many elements of career insecurity, should be 
selected by personalities seeking to ‘‘escape”’ the realities of 
civilian life. 

It is indeed paradoxical that the military should be envisaged 
as offering a safer refuge than most civilian occupations. For a 
peacetime military of the pre-1939 type, this “escapist’’ career 
motivation may have been more relevant an explanation. In any 
case, the type of personality which seeks excessively to ‘‘prove’”’ 
his masculinity in the military environment is represented by the 
“neurotic” recruit whose military behavior under stress is most 
likely to be highly unsatisfactory.? Or, as the authors of The 
American Soldier conclude, “Broadly, we can say that the evidence 
seems to show that a stable home background, a healthy child- 
hood, good work habits in school and association with other boys 
and girls, including participation in sports, were assets for the young 
civilian who put on the uniform and tried to adjust to Army life.” 
They believe that these characteristics might be held to be typical 
of “good” rather than “poor” adjustment to civilian society. On 
the other hand, they were negatively associated with the proba- 
bility of going AWOL and with psychoneurotic breakdown.‘ 
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While it can be argued that the military services do not attract 
disproportionate concentrations of persons maladjusted to civilian 
occupational opportunities, such persons may still be pressured 
into military service by the civilian community as a kind of 
preparatory school for life, for “making a man” out of a recruit. 
In fact, many of the aspects of military life which are deprecated 
by civilian sentiments can at the same time be pointed to as 
reasons why civilian society believes the military can operate asa 
reformatory. The military establishment is an all-male culture 
which informally tolerates behavioral excesses to a greater degree 
than does mixed civilian society. The military provides a dis- 
ciplined and predictable environment in which persons not able 
to utilize the freedom of civilian society can more readily adjust. 
The need for conformity in the military establishment is put forth 
in the interest of national security and in these terms can be more 
readily internalized. 

As a result, young adolescents in the throes of intergenerational 
conflict and students without clear-cut goals are advised to join 
the services and “‘grow up.” Near delinquents are often encour- 
aged to join or are “‘paroled” into the armed forces. It is note- 
worthy that the armed forces are able to help certain of these 
deviant youths. Precise evidence exists that felons who were 
paroled to the armed forces during wartime had a much lower 
recidivism rate than those paroled to civilian life.’ 

In time of war and during the contemporary cold war, con- 
scription has been necessary to meet manpower requirements. 
Another fundamental barrier to the assimilation of recruits to the 
armed forces is the ambiguous perspective of American society 
toward distributing the risks of universal military training. Again, 
the issue is not opposition in civilian society to institutionalized 
violence or to aggressive behavior. Rather, it is that selective 
service produces the same traditional negativism and opposition 
to governmental authority which has so deeply characterized 
United States historical development. 

The efficacy of the selective service system assumes public 
sentiments which insist on an equal distribution of risks. At the 
outbreak of World War II, public opinion in the United States 
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was not characterized by hysterical pressure against “draft 
dodgers.” In contrast to World War I, there were few counter- 
parts to the white feathers, the painting of homes yellow, and the 
use of the epithet “‘slacker.’? Instead, there was a widespread 
acceptance of the decisions of selective service and the feeling that 
those not in uniform had sufficient reasons. Universal service was 
accepted as essential and the importance of an organized alloca- 
tion of manpower was taken for granted. At the same time, the 
national community sanctioned personal efforts to influence and 
determine one’s own fate under selective service, if these efforts 
were justified and within the meaning of the law. 

After two decades of selective service, civilian perspectives no 
longer operate to assist assimilation of recruits into the armed 
forces. Overt opposition to the system, even political criticism of 
its injustices, is virtually absent. But even in the absence of ade- 
quate empirical studies, it is clear that there is widespread con- 
fusion about military manpower systems, deprecation of the 
administration of these programs, and a reluctance to serve. Al- 
ready by May, 1952, during the Korean War, 83 per cent of a 
cross-section sample of 2,975 university students were found by 
Cornell University social scientists to be essentially negative 
toward their military service obligations.® 

In the cold war one can point out that when war is reduced to 
a potentiality rather than an immediate actuality, such perspec- 
tives are very likely to develop. Since the potential selectee tends 
to evaluate the threat to national security as one involving total 
war, he finds it difficult to believe that his limited personal con- 
tribution is of any relevance. Those who have served in the cold 
war army, while they may understand the relevance of basic 
training, report to their civilian contacts that after basic training 
most of their military experience seemed without point. 

But from the point of view of military management, the issue is 
deeper. The reluctance to perform military service is a funda- 
mental expression of the personal hedonism of contemporary 
society. The Cornell University study found that personal, rather 
than military or ideological, factors were at the root of negative 
attitudes toward being called into the military forces. These 
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personal factors included disruption of plans, influence of friends 
and family, and feelings of relative deprivation. 

The administration of the selective service system has come to 
condition perspectives in those who are selected, which handicap 
the military establishment. Few selectees believe that the system 
works to allocate manpower in a rational or just way. The pat- 
tern of deferments and exemptions, particularly for married men 
with dependents, and the fact that only a very small proportion 
of each age group actually serves, are the basis for this resent- 
ment. Although not necessarily outspoken or articulate in criti- 
cism of the selective service procedures, many of these youths, 
who see no basis for their selection, develop powerful negativism 
toward military authority, which complicates their assimilation. 
These negative attitudes can be so deep that selectees succeed in 
communicating their hostility to the professional cadres and, even 
adversely, influence the performance of junior officers. 


Selection and Training 


Assimilation into the military establishment rests on the as- 
sumption that scientific personnel selection is the first and perhaps 
basic step. The object of selection ought to be to locate personnel 
with potentials for combat and for combat leadership. In select- 
ing for officer training, and especially for entrance into the 
service academies, the object ought to be to screen for potential 
strategic leadership. 

After forty years of research and development in military per- 
sonnel selection, it is abundantly clear that there exist no satisfac- 
tory and reliable techniques for accomplishing either task. Never- 
theless, personnel selection is an essential and accepted aspect of 
military management, if only because it helps to eliminate some 
of the markedly unfit and because it is relevant in the selection 
of a variety of technical personnel. In part, the failure of person- 
nel selection has been a theoretical one, because personnel 
psychologists have sought to identify specific individual leader- 
ship traits when it is clear that leadership involves an interaction 
between personality attributes and social situations. 
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represents the most elaborate effort to discover the traits o 
soldiers that relate to performance in combat.” Among comba 
troops, fighters were distinguished from nonfighters on the basi 
of buddies’ reports, as well as evidence based on self-reporting 
The results showed that factors such as better health and vital. 
ity, more intelligence, a great fund of military knowledge, anc 
greater speed and accuracy on performance tests were found to be 
statistically more prevalent among fighters. These variable: 
would characterize active leadership regardless of the task at 
hand. However, the striking conclusion is that the degree of 
association was not pronounced and, therefore, these variables 
were hardly the crucial ones. More fundamental from a theo- 
retical point of view, the fighter was more masculine, more 
socially mature, had greater emotional stability and a more 
stable home life as compared with the nonfighter. Again, each 
factor by itself was hardly distinguishing in a crucial sense. How- 
ever, if one thinks of the group requirements of combat, these 
traits become indices of a person’s ability to participate in 
primary group organization under combat. Thus, for example, 
one of the most distinguishing characteristics was that the non- 
fighters came from homes in which the fathers had died before 
the son was eighteen years old. Such persons were deprived of the 
opportunity for identification with a male and for developing the 
Capacity to participate in the all-male society of the military. 
In contrast to this tradition of searching for leadership traits, 
there has been a growing emphasis on a more sociological group 
process approach to understanding selection and leadership re- 
cruitment. Leadership, in this view, does not adhere to the 
individual, but is a varying relationship between personality and 
social situation. While this approach has proved valuable in the 
development of criteria for eliminating unfit personnel, again 
there is no reason to believe that selection procedures based on 
group processes are dramatically more valid and important. 
Clearly, mass psychiatric screening has become an indispensa- 
ble tool of military management, since the psychiatric approach 
emphasizes probable reaction of leaders and followers under 
stress and in differing group situations. But psychiatric screening 
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of the unfit has only slowly developed a sensitivity to the organ- 
zational requirements for which the screening is performed. Dur- 
ng World War II the rate of rejection was unduly high, to the 
,0Int of cutting down manpower reserves, because the goal was 
che unrealistic one of eliminating all men who might break down 
n military service. The process was aimed at the selection of 
veterans, not soldiers. Since all personnel have a psychiatric 
oreaking point under stress, the standards have shifted to a con- 
sern with the elimination of the most unfit and to the possibility 
of proper assignment. Even more fundamental is the fact that 
there is considerable evidence that some neurotic types perform 
adequately and even well in the stress situation of military life, 
and it is difficult if not impossible to identify these in advance.” 

The development of the group process approach to leadership 
selection received its impetus in the British army. ‘The British had 
long resisted scientific selection, but after the crisis of Dunkerque, 
they faced the tasks of rationalizing their officer selection system 
and developed a program with great rapidity and thoroughness. 
The British selection system sought by quasi-experimental group 
situations to observe the behavior of men under stress and in 
leaderless situations in order to note which men would emerge as 
effective leaders.!* Since these group experiments sought to repro- 
duce some of the actual situations confronting tactical leadership, 
this approach is theoretically more relevant, although validation 
has not been extensive. These procedures were paralleled in the 
selection experiments of the Office of Strategic Services for its 
unconventional warfare operations. Unfortunately, the OSS re- 
search efforts, because they deal with such highly specialized 
personnel and because no attempts at validation were made, 
contributed little to the development of personnel selection in the 
U.S. armed forces. 

In general, this type of personnel selection has not fitted into 
the orientation of U.S. personnel selection experts. In part, this 
is an expression of an individual psychological orientation and a 
lack of concern for the analysis of group processes. It is also an 
expression of resistance to the cumbersome techniques involved 
in group testing which require judgmental decisions by the rating 
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personnel. Instead, the group approach to personnel selection in 
the United States has centered around sociometric testing proce- 
dures, which, regardless of their validity, can be reduced to 
simple self-administered paper-and-pencil tests. These socio- 
metric techniques for selecting leaders by nomination of peers, as 
well as by superiors, are usually built into training experiences. 
Although such studies often tend to be fragmentary, there is evi- 
dence that peers can predict with some accuracy those most 
likely to succeed in officer candidate school. Peer estimates may 
even be more accurate than those of superiors. However, there 
has been no sustained effort to validate sociometric leader selec- 
tion in combat or combat-like situations. In fact, the sociometric 
approach is subject to the criticism that it reflects popularity 
rather than the crucial social relations required to sustain groups 
under stress. On the other hand, the sociometric perspective may 
be much more appropriate for assisting in understanding the 
social cohesion of combat units if the findings of sociometric 
tests are recast into a theoretical perspective. D. M. Goodacre 
has reported a field experiment in which a high correlation 
was found between group cohesion, as measured by recipro- 
cated sociometric choices, and performance on a realistic scout 
problem. 

The classification and selection of specialists for particular 
technical jobs, and even the selection of combat aviators during 
World War II and subsequently, is a markedly different problem 
from that of generalized military leadership. Aviators were not 
selected primarily as leaders; they were selected as aviators. It 
has been clearly demonstrated that old-fashioned selection boards 
did not succeed better in predicting who would survive aviation 
training than could be accomplished by flipping coins, and that 
scientifically devised selection tests did succeed in making such 
predictions with a resulting increase in efficiency. The improved 
selection of aviators as aviators leaves unanswered the question of 
how to develop leadership potential among these men who have 
been selected for a specific technical task. What is needed is a 
broadening of interest in research away from selection as a device 
to an understanding of the process of assimilation into the mili- 
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tary, which involves not only selection but also the dynamics of 
training and of career development. 

Assimilation during initial training requires adapting the re- 
cruit to an all-male society and to a social organization com- 
mitted to violence. At the most personal level the recruit faces a 
loss of privacy and exposure to a pervasive set of controls. While 
most personnel will ultimately perform logistical and administra- 
tive functions, the core of the training process centers around 
combat requirements. 

Training new recruits for combat has in the past been governed 
by a conception of shock treatment—of the need for a sudden and 
decisive break with civilian life and rapid exposure to the rigors 
of military existence. The officer candidate had to receive a 
double dosage of shock treatment, since he had to be separated 
not only from civilian society but also from the enlisted ranks. 
The devices of shock range from the “‘beast barracks” of West 
Point for new cadets to the well-known Marine haircut. The sharp 
and sudden transition is often repulsive to the civilian orientation. 
But, in the military establishment, the assumption is that only a 
decisive break is effective in the long run and that the rigors of 
basic training are in effect natural techniques of selection. 

The shock technique was an essential element of the older 
forms of discipline based on domination. It probably had some 
functional utility. But with the development of military organiza- 
tion based on group consensus, the training procedures have had 
to be modified. It is clearly impossible for highly technical arms 
to achieve group consensus on the basis of negative sanctions. 
Instead, new ideals of assimilation stress positive attachments and 
group loyalties. While the residues of shock treatment persist, 
military training has become a more gradual process of assimila- 
tion. It is more a process of fostering positive incentives and group 
loyalties through a team concept. The training cadres—officers 
and enlisted men—must establish their competence and their 
interest in their men, for they cannot rely merely on their ulti- 
mate military authority and sanctions. 

Barriers to the development of functional training procedures 
are immense. The training cadres vary in their acceptance of new 
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procedures and in their skills to implement them. Often large 
groups of temporary and untrained officers must be incorporated 
and the whole training system suffers. As in many aspects of 
instruction in modern society, the tasks of the teacher become 
more and more difficult to accomplish. The teachers must be 
more professionalized and more highly trained, and a lag in the 
upgrading of training personnel is often conspicuous in the 

A suggestive study by Hanan Selvin demonstrates how leader- 

ship style influences the outcome of basic training, and indicates 
the potentials for creating a social climate appropriate for assimi- 
lating civilian recruits.'* Using categories similar to the original 
Lewin-Lippitt-White group dynamics experiment, the investi- 
gator was able to identify three types of leadership at work in an 
infantry basic training installation which reflect the changes in 
military discipline. First, there was the arbitrary climate in which 
leadership operated by fear and with no admiration; second, 
there was the climate of the team concept—the persuasive 
climate—based on admiration for the leaders and without fear; 
and, finally, there was what was called a weak climate—the 
leaders were merely organizers and were neither arbitrary nor 
persuasive. Selvin found that positive identification with com- 
pany leadership was most likely in the persuasive climate, much 
less in the weak climate, and least likely in the arbitrary climate. 
By investigating the leisure-time activities of the recruits, the 
researcher was able to observe how the arbitrary climate gener- 
ated the highest levels of tension, so that the accumulated frustra- 
tion of basic training had to be worked off in more violent, 
deviant, and extreme leisure-time activities. 

Hand-in-hand with the shock treatment, older forms of train- 
ing placed emphasis on mechanical and repetitive drill, plus an 
overwhelming concern with the personal appearance of the 
individual recruit. With the change in training techniques toward 
the team concept, there has also been an effort to introduce the 
recruit to realistic military problems. The military establishment 
did not abandon its tradition of “‘drill-type” training voluntarily 
and easily. In the ground force the refashioning of training 
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toward realistic problem-solving came gradually and as a result 
of failures of the older techniques in battle in World War II. In 
naval and air units, training by its very nature is more realistic, 
since every training mission presents genuine hazards. 

In problem-solving training the objective is to familiarize per- 
sonnel with the environmental situations that they may have to 
face. Military personnel do not succeed merely by habit, but 
rather because of their intelligence and adaptability. Once the 
recruit has mastered basic techniques, his unit is given simulated 
problems of actual battle conditions. Dress parade is replaced by 
fire demonstration. Yet in the cold war, once the immediate 
pressure of combat requirements is removed, the tendency is to 
slip back into traditional forms. Much of military life becomes 
garrison life at the expense of realistic training, for ‘‘militarism”’ 
flourishes best in peacetime. In the context of garrison life, “‘spit 
and polish” has reemerged—often under the label of required 
discipline. As a result, the typical recruit—including many who 
have professional career ambitions—finds himself in a conflicted 
setting and unable to understand the relevance of his training 
experiences. 

This tension is carefully documented in a study by Richard 
Christie of 48 squads involved in the basic infantry training cycle 
at Fort Dix during the summer of 1952.'® One of the effects of 
basic training was an improvement in the recruit’s personal ad- 
justment—as measured by his perception of himself as being in 
good physical and psychological condition—and in positive rela- 
tions with his peers. ‘Thus, basic training did succeed in develop- 
ing self-esteem and a sense of social solidarity among recruits. On 
the other hand, attitudes toward the institutional aspects of 
military life and of authority figures in the Army (officers and 
“noncoms”) became more negative. In delineating the factors 
which assisted in adjustment to basic infantry training, the study 
revealed that recruits who remained in contact with their homes 
and family made the poorest adjustment to military training. 
Contact with home depended on whether the recruit’s residence 
was close to the military base or at a greater distance. In short, 
the results give some support to aspects of the shock approach to 
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training, so far as a clear separation from home is concerned. 
Furthermore, the structure of role relations in the squad could be 
modified to increase adjustment during basic training. Involve- 
ment of trainees in the leadership hierarchy on a rotation basis 
produced a strikingly more positive adjustment than those who 
had no such opportunity. 

As the armed forces come to depend more and more upon 
professional volunteers, the tasks of training change, but there is 
no reason to believe that these tasks become more manageable. 
To the contrary, the resistance to “spit and polish” by the 
citizen-soldier and the reservist forces the military hierarchy to 
rethink its training procedures. A professional military establish- 
ment runs the risk of selecting personnel who will more readily 
conform, with the result that the assimilation process becomes 
routine and mechanical, rather than concerned with initiative 
and problem-solving. The dynamics of assimilation during the 
training phase is a problem in the military establishment that 
lends itself to sociological research; the available empirical data 
are still meagre. 


Career Development 

Since the skills and orientations which the new recruit— 
especially the officer candidate—is given during his initial 
assimilation are not necessarily appropriate for the later phases of 
his career, all services have developed extensive educational 
systems for retraining and for career development. Because com- 
bat is actually infrequent, the military establishment seems to 
expend much of its effort in training and retraining. In fact, the 
typical professional officer spends almost one-quarter of his 
career in school or in training situations. For the individual 
officer this can be a difficult and painful process; for the organiza- 
tion, it means facing the equally unpleasant fact that persons who 
were successful early in their careers may not show aptitudes for 
later career requirements and vice versa. One of the main func- 
tions of higher education in staff and command school and war 
college is to assist the officer in adjusting to the organizational 
patterns of higher echelons. 
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The organizational dilemmas linked to career development 
form a basic theme of military life. The dominant role conflict 
is the conflict between tactical combat skills and the requirements 
of higher command. Often this is stated as the clash between 
staff and command. But a close examination of the military 
establishment seems to indicate that the dilemma is between 
differing leadership skills. The skill of organizing and directly 
controlling small tactical units where the demonstration of 
technical skill is paramount gives way to the skill of organizing 
larger and more complex units where the elements of stress are 
more indirect and subtle. The military is no different from other 
institutions, in that the higher the position the less important 
specific technical skills are, and the more important are general 
interpersonal skills. A different and less important dilemma in the 
career of the officer, especially in the middle ranks, is the role 
conflict between operational commander and teacher. The out- 
standing officer is given many opportunities for teaching, and 
teaching is often an excellent technique for developing the skills 
required for higher administration. Successful teaching at the 
service academies is considered an important step toward higher 
command. However, the shift from tactical unit command to 
teaching produces deep and often frustrating tensions,” which 
interfere with an officer’s performance. 

The classical military solution to the dilemmas of career 
development has been to maintain the belief that the officer must 
be a generalist. Each of the services has developed a set of assump- 
tions as to the components of an ideal military career and its 
educational system is geared to the development of this career 
line. Like all organization ‘‘myths,” these assumptions are essen- 
tially correct in indicating the paths of advancement, but in 
many cases they can be inadequate in preparing personnel for 
emerging tasks. Officer education has developed from basic 
levels: officer candidate training—in the service academies and at 
civilian universities; tactical and technical training—at special- 
ized service schools; junior command training—at the staff and 
command schools; and, finally, strategic training at the war col- 
leges of the different services or at the national war college. A 
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detailed description of the military educational system is pre- 
sented by John W. Masland and Laurence I. Radway in a 
volume entitled Soldiers and Scholars." 

Military education has been subjected to the criticism that it 
has been isolated from the main intellectual currents. In par- 
ticular, instruction in the basic disciplines (nonmilitary subjects) 
has suffered because the instructors have not been specialists. 
Military education has, in fact, been a form of self-education, and 
often the instruction has represented a service orientation rather 
than a fundamental educational experience. Nevertheless, since 
World War II military education has come under intense self- 
scrutiny, partly because it is clear that the highly trained tech- 
nical specialist of atomic warfare can be trained for higher 
degrees in natural science and engineering only in civilian uni- 
versities. Some effort to increase competence of officer-teachers in 
the social sciences has also taken place by sending them to leading 
universities. Of recent graduates from West Point 40 per cent are 
receiving graduate training at civilian centers. More civilians 
have been attached to the war college staffs. But since the objec- 
tives of a general military education remain rather vague, the 
curriculum of the military education system is in a state of flux. 
An interesting effort has been undertaken by a group of social 
scientists under Ralph W. Tyler to study the curriculum of the 
Air University, and to develop standards by which to guide its 
construction. The U.S. Military Academy, using its own re- 
sources, has launched a study of its graduates as an initial step in 
modifying its curriculum. 

The most noteworthy result of the military education system 
has been, directly and indirectly, to reserve a preponderance of 
the highest military posts for the graduates of the military 
academies, as the following data attest. 

The fact that approximately 40 per cent of those who reach the 
rank of general officer have not passed through the military 
academies is a result of the infusion of personnel into the military 
establishment during major wars. It is also due to the fact that 
those having specialized roles, such as physicians, must of neces- 
sity be trained outside the service academies. While in the nine- 
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GENERAL OFFICERS OF U.S. ARMY, NAVY, AIR FORCE, BY 
TYPE OF MILITARY EDUCATION, 1951 


Academy graduates | Non- 
West Annapolis academy 
Rank Total Point VMIs Grad- 
uates 
Army 
General of the Army 4 3 I z: = 
General 4 3 I - - 
Lieutenant General 18 II = = 7 
Major General 145 5 5 I 85 
Brigadier General 199 II I I 81 
Total 370 187 8 2 173 
Navy 
Fleet Admiral 3 = = 3 a 
Admiral 5 ag 5 = 
Vice Admiral 2I - - 2I - 
Rear Admiral 220 = = 177 43 
Total 249 7 = 206 43 
Air Force 
General 4 3 - - I 
Lieutenant General 1g 4 = = 9 
Major General 95 2 = Š 43 
Brigadier General 135 9 - = 
Total 247 128 = = 119 


a An additional number were graduates of the selected list of private military acade- 
mies and state universities which offer equivalent programs. 


Source: Official Army Register, Adjutant General’s Office, 1951; Register of Com- 
missioned Officers, Naval Personnel Bureau, 1951; and Air Force Register, 
Office of the Air Adjutant, 1951. 


teenth century the role of the military academies was subject to 
constant public criticism, the recognized need for professionalized 
training in recent decades has resulted in a decline of this type 
of criticism. However, within the service, the issue is still alive as 
between academy and nonacademy graduates. The basic fact is 
that all of the armed forces are obliged to make use of cadres of 
junior and middle-level officers who are likely to have limited 
opportunities for advancement to the highest rank. As a result, 
this status difference generates organizational cleavages. There is 
every indication that in the future the percentage of nonacademy 
graduates in the officer corps will decline rather than increase. 
Thus, military education at all levels will have to continue to 
modify its content and procedures so as to guarantee adequate 
and fundamental preparation of higher officers. 
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Perhaps the most crucial question that sociological research 
can raise about the contemporary military educational system is 
whether it will produce future high-ranking military officers who 
will have a unified military establishment point of view rather 
than a more limited service point of view. Some light is thrown 
on this issue as the result of an investigation of a sample of higher 
officers (550) assigned to the Office of Secretary of Defense, to the 
Joint Staff, and to each of the three service headquarters. The 
investigation was an outgrowth of the Henry, Masland, and 
Radway inquiry of military education. On the basis of written 
answers supplied by these officers in a questionnaire, the ambigu- 
ous character of present orientations toward unification is ap- 
parent. The authors conclude, ‘“The study indicates that officers 
assigned to the Joint Staff and to the Office of Secretary of 
Defense share the ‘broad non-service’ values required in joint and 
national planning of defense policy.” They add quickly that 
“supporting institutional arrangements are not believed to be 
wholly in keeping with the required values.” This is the result of 
the frustrations that develop because the broadly oriented officers 
are uncertain that their careers will be advanced. 

The data actually presented seem to underscore frustrations, 
rather than to demonstrate the presence of broad nonservice 
orientations, especially at the headquarters of the three services. 
Therefore, the question can still be investigated whether the 
present military educational system is sufficiently different from 
the past to ensure the development of an orientation that Secre- 
tary Lovett called the “broad nonservice”’ view. 
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PRIMARY GROUPS AND 
MILITARY EFFECTIVENESS 


‘THE ASPECT OF MILITARY ORGANIZATION that has received the 
most attention from social scientists has been the role of primary 
groups in maintaining organizational effectiveness. By primary 
groups sociologists mean those small social groupings in which 
social behavior is governed by intimate face-to-face relations. 
During World War II many sociologists in the armed forces were 
impressed with the crucial contribution of cohesive primary 
group relations to morale, especially in situations of stress. Many 
of them discovered that, before their personal experience in 
military service, they had overemphasized the importance of 
ideological and political values in conditioning the effectiveness 
of military formations. Their experiences in the armed forces led 
them to discover or to rediscover primary groups in other com- 
plex organizations, such as the educational system, the factory, 
and the government agency. 

The crucial role of satisfactory man-to-man relations in com- 
bat effectiveness was a universal observation during World 
War II. The psychiatrists Roy R. Grinker and John P. Speigel 
summarized their work in the Air Force with this statement: 
“The men seem to be fighting more for someone than against 
somebody.” Analysis of group cohesion of the Wehrmacht pro- 
duced these two hypotheses among others: 


1. It appears that a soldier’s ability to resist is a function of the 
capacity of his immediate primary group (his squad or section) to 
avoid social disintegration. When the individual’s immediate group, 
and its supporting formations, met his basic organic needs, offered 
him affection and esteem from both officers and comrades, supplied 
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him with a sense of power and adequately regulated his relations 
with authority, the element of self-concern in battle, which would 
lead to disruption of the effective functioning of his primary group, 
was minimized. | 

2. The capacity of the primary group to resist disintegration was 
dependent on the acceptance of political, ideological, and cultural 
symbols (all secondary symbols) only to the extent that these second- 
ary symbols became directly associated with primary gratifica- 
tions. .. .! 


The trained combat observer and military historian S. L. A. 
Marshall states the same conclusion: “I hold it to be one of the 
simplest truths of war that the thing which enables an infantry 
soldier to keep going with his weapons is the near presence or the 
presumed presence of a comrade.” 

Yet it is necessary to bear in mind that cohesive primary 
groups do not just occur but are fashioned and developed by 
complex military institutions, At most, primary groups operate to 
impose standards of behavior—in garrison life and in combat— 
and to interpret the demands of military authority for the indi- 
vidual soldier. The goals and standards that primary groups 
enforce are hardly self-generated; they arise from the larger mili- 
tary environment and from the surrounding civilian society. 

In the empirical study of primary groups, it is not sufficient to 
investigate the factors that make for cohesive social relations in 
the smallest tactical units. This can be highly misleading, since 
primary groups can be highly cohesive and yet impede the goals 
of military organization.? Cohesive primary groups contribute to 
organizational effectiveness when the standards of behavior they 
enforce are articulated with the requirements of formal authority. 
This was not the case in segregated Negro units where primary 
group norms led the men to feel that their personal dignity was 
being depreciated by military authority. 


Social Cohesion 


Social cohesion in primary groups, military or other, is affected 
both by the social backgrounds of group members and the im- 
mediate social situation. In the military establishment common 
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social background assists the members in developing intimate 
interpersonal relations; similarities in social experience supply a 
meaningful basis for responding to military life. From a person- 
ality standpoint, the ability to offer and to receive affection in an 
all-male society forms the basis of primary group solidarity. ‘The 
social isolate is not a military asset and is likely to weaken social 
cohesion. A variety of studies, including The American Soldier, 
psychiatric observations, and the studies mentioned on social 
solidarity during training, seem to indicate that to some degree 
family stability, especially satisfactory identification with one’s 
father, contributes to the ability to participate in primary groups. 
But this is only a partial statement, since it does not rule out the 
fact that strong emotions and even strong neurotic impulses may 
help a person mobilize himself to meet a military crisis. The 
capacity of personality to enter into intimate group relations in 
groups under stress is not well understood. 

Moreover, it is not necessary to assume that cohesion in pri- 
mary groups can only be the result of uniformity or like-minded- 
ness among its members. To the contrary, a division of labor and 
a blending of perspectives can be the basis of group cohesion. 
What is crucial from the point of view of the military establish- 
ment is that the members of the smallest tactical units have gone 
through some trying group experiences which demonstrate to 
them the value of social solidarity. 

Thus, along with social and psychological background factors, 
social cohesion of primary groups in the military derives from the 
organizational realities under which military personnel must 
operate. For example, this would include for each man: the 
technical aspects of his weapons, the type of organization of his 
unit and its replacement system, the nature of the military threat 
he has to face, and the performance of his immediate leaders. 

First, the technical dimensions of the weapons systems impose 
limitations on stability and cohesiveness in military primary 
groups. Is the weapon fired as a team or is it fired by an indi- 
vidual? The increased importance of the primary group concept 
is an outgrowth of the trend in weapons which requires that more 
and more personnel operate technically as teams. Even the indi- 
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vidual fighter has been outmoded in the infantry where the 
rifleman is trained to be a member of a team. 

Nevertheless, there is wide variation in the amount of com- 
munication and in the difficulty of communication between a 
closely knit submarine crew and a widely dispersed infantry unit. 
In some weapons systems it has been possible to develop a social 
definition of a tour of duty: 30 to 50 missions of a bomber crew. 
On the other hand, for the tank crew—in part, because of irregu- 
lar commitment to combat—such a definition is impossible. 
Some weapons systems involve the aggressive expenditure of 
energy against a visible enemy, for example, the fighter pilot 
engaged in strafing. Others require only a mechanical routine 
against a distant target—for example, heavy artillery units. ‘The 
amount of support a person receives from his primary group 
varies accordingly. 

While generalizations in this area are most hazardous, it does 
seem that weapons systems which maintain close physical proxim- 
ity of team members and enhance the process of communication 
contribute most to primary group cohesion. Moreover, weapons 
systems are accorded differential prestige in the military estab- 
lishment, and the higher the prestige of the weapon the greater 
the contribution to group solidarity. The weapon becomes part 
of the self-image of the person, and the more powerful the 
weapon, the greater its contribution to the battle, and the greater 
is the person’s sense of potency and group solidarity. Social 
cohesion in primary groups is not merely a human phenomenon; 
it is an outgrowth of environmental conditions, and in the mili- 
tary this means the technical dimensions of the various weapons 
systems. 

Second, the type of unit organization, including the personnel 
replacement system of the U.S. military establishment, has cer- 
tain consequences for group cohesion that are worthy of study. 
To the foreign observer, the American military establishment— 
and this includes all services—appears to be a “mass-produced” 
institution in which little effort is made to build on previous 
loyalties or to maintain organizational continuity. The replace- 
Ment system stands at variance with many European military 
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formations, which have in the past sought to draw their men from 
similar geographical locales or to maintain the identity of military 
formations. In the United States it is as if a democracy felt that 
randomization of assignment would ensure better distribution of 
risks and the destruction of units with military traditions would 
guarantee civilian supremacy. To some degree, this has been 
American policy. 

Since World War I, in which units from specific geographical 
localities suffered disproportionately, ground force policy has 
tended to avoid geographical assignment. The competition of the 
services with the state-organized reserve system has also tended 
in this direction. Absence of a desire for the preservation of tradi- 
tional units within which to develop a stable and cohesive pri- 
mary group structure is a reflection of the lack of concern with 
traditions in American society. But beyond this, it represents a 
technological orientation to problems of organizational effective- 
ness. While new machines are likely to be better than old ones, 
constantly disrupted organizations are not necessarily more con- 
ducive to satisfactory primary group relations. 

One can argue that technical requirements of warfare have 
made geographically recruited units impossible and have ren- 
dered the preservation of traditional units most difficult. Never- 
theless, the mass-produced character of the American military 
establishment is exaggerated in its replacement system, which 
tends to treat replacements as individual components rather 
than as group members. 

When men do not know each other, combat units suffer in 
effectiveness. The loss of a single member can be most disruptive 
to an air crew; the new replacement must develop a sense of 
solidarity with his team. This is particularly the case in airborne 
units, with their. high attrition rate. In a study of some 70 tactical 
episodes of operation Neptune, the airborne phase of the Nor- 
mandy invasion, it was found that only a minor fraction was suc- 
cessful if the original unit was disrupted during the drop. If an 
officer or a noncommissioned officer collected a group of men he 
had never commanded and tried to lead them into battle, the 
results were almost uniformly unsatisfactory. ‘The same observa- 
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tions were made from a study of battle stragglers in the Ardennes 
operation; individual stragglers had little combat value when put 
into a strange organization. 

Since weapons require teams of men rather than individuals, 
modification of organization, replacement, and assignment prac- 
tices have become essential. Yet military management has tended 
to lag behind technological realities. The ground forces have only 
slowly modified their standard operating procedures which 
handle transfers and replacements on an individual person basis. 
In World War II and in Korea the individual soldier often had to 
be detached and removed from his training squad and sent to a 
line squad already in combat, where he had not had previous 
personal contacts. This practice was extensive during the period 
of the prolonged truce negotiations in Korea when individual 
replacements were required to implement the rotation system 
then in effect. Ground force regulations have been revised to 
permit four ‘‘buddies’’ rather than individuals to be transferred. 
Although this is relevant for social cohesion, military effectiveness 
depends on the maintenance of continuity in larger units.? 

In the contemporary military establishment the greatest con- 
cern for organizational stability can be found in those units that 
are maintained in a constant state of alert for immediate commit- 
ment. In these units, replacements are more often handled as 
units, and there is greater emphasis on the movement of whole 
tactical formations as units. Increased mobility can make it pos- 
sible to move whole units out of and back to home bases. The 
system of alert in the Strategic Air Command where each crew 
has a permanent continental base, is an example of a case in 
point. 

In the cold war establishment the maintenance of conditions 
required for primary group solidarity is yet to be achieved. 
Many units operate at less than full strength with a constant 
turnover of personnel. In all three services the return to civilian 
employment is considerable, especially at the junior officer level. 
In the air and naval units, the short-term reservist presents 
special problems in maintaining social cohesion. In the ground 
force, where the two-year service for selectees operates, there is a 
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constant rotation of personnel after basic training. The observa- 
tions of a young sociologist in the military service between 1954 
and 1955 are most revealing. 

Soon after basic training, the company is split up and groups of 
individuals are sent to separate stations. Even when a group from the 
basic training unit is sent to the same permanent station, before their 
army career is over, it is highly probable that there will occur 
further transfers among them, thus atomizing the group which may 
have common memories and a certain amount of solidarity. The 
draftee sees other individuals being transferred from unit to unit. 
There develops an expectation that shifting station is a routine 
occurrence in the army. The draftee prepared himself for this by not 
involving himself more than necessary with any group to which he 
happens to be transferred. Any great psychological involvement 
with a single primary group, when a shift is possible at any moment, 
is very frustrating.‘ 


Third, social cohesion in primary groups is influenced by the 
proximity of danger and the importance of the mission which the 
group is assigned. Up to a point, as the threat of the danger 
increases and as the importance of the mission becomes apparent, 
the social cohesion of primary groups increases. This is the great 
difference between peacetime and wartime military establish- 
ments; this is the difference between garrison life and realistic 
training exercises, or between port duty and life with the fleet 
“in being.” But what is the nature of the perceived threat in the 
cold war establishment, and how does a sense of mission influence 
social cohesion under conditions that require maintaining a state 
of alert, rather than responding to an actual military threat? 

For the great bulk of the military establishment, organizational 
life is an 8 to 4:30 job, with interruption for field training or 
administrative emergencies. Residence off the military establish- 
ment, the proximity of family, and the importance of civilian 
contacts dilute the sense of urgent military mission. In units on 
the alert, the function of the primary group is not only to prepare 
the individual for the pressures of combat but also to train him to 
withstand the tensions of maintaining a state of operational 
readiness. Training becomes an end in itself and those who per- 
form well must receive special benefits. 
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Fourth, social cohesion in combat or in cold war depends on 
the performance of small unit leaders. For the contemporary 
military establishment with its emphasis on group consensus, 
tactical leadership must be based on example and demonstrated 
competence. As late as World War I, British officers carried the 
swagger stick as a ritualistic symbol of their command. Since 
their authority was based on social position and on direct domi- 
nation, they had to demonstrate that they were different from the 
men whom they commanded. They would not carry weapons. 
They carried only a stick, yet they were able to get their men to 
fight. Today leaders must continuously demonstrate their fighting 
and technical ability in order that they may command without 
resort to arbitrary and ultimate sanctions. George Homans’ 
analysis of “The Small Warship” illustrates how naval authority, 
despite its traditional basis, is also grounded in technical com- 
petence.® The military leader is a member of a team even after he 
has risen from tactical command. He must continue to demon- 
strate his fighter spirit; witness the Air Force generals who insist 
on flying their own planes, and the United Nations commander 
in Korea who carried two hand grenades. 

Combined with leadership by example, the military leader is 
required to display his interest and affection for his men. He must 
be interested in their physical and psychological well-being. He 
must share their discomforts in order not to weaken social cohe- 
sion with them. Such concerns border on intimacy, and tradi- 
tional-minded officers are often fearful that social intimacy may 
involve an undermining of authority. In fact, social intimacy in 
the cold war establishment does run the risk of developing per- 
sonal cliques which disrupt solidarity. With the breakdown of 
the older forms of domination, and the emergence of indirect 
controls, the degree of social intimacy between officers and 
enlisted men, and among enlisted men, becomes an area of 
ambiguity and stress. But when the fear of intimacy creates a 
barrier to social cohesion, morale becomes mechanical and mili- 
tary formations lose their vitality. 

These conflicts arise because tactical leaders must regulate the 
relations of their unit with higher authority. The commander is 
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required by his men to defend them against arbitrary and unwar- 
ranted intrusion from above. Yet the officer in the tactical unit is 
also the final representative of coercive higher authority. For him 
to overidentify with his men would impair the system of author- 
ity. In the U.S. military establishment it is typically the senior 
noncommissioned officer on whom this role conflict devolves, and 
who has the task of adjudicating conflicting pressures. A sug- 
gestive study of the first sergeant in the Air Force highlights this 
process.’ Squadron officers, it was found, tend to favor less 
authority or responsibility for first sergeants, while the first 
sergeants themselves and their subordinates favor more authority. 
In turn, the first sergeants would like to spend more time attend- 
ing to the personal needs of airmen, and doing less paper work. 
By inference, junior officers would like to enhance their authority, 
but they are not prepared or permitted to display the direct 
contact with enlisted men that such increased authority would 
require. 

A special problem in social cohesion has been the integration 
of Negro troops into primary group structures. Primary group 
structures can become incompatible with the requirements of 
military organization when the criterion for making the assign- 
ment is a group characteristic such as race or ethnic origin. 
Grounded in social prejudices and justified on the basis that 
unsegregated units could not develop intimate and stable man- 
to-man relations, military manpower policies have in the past 
prevented Negro personnel from being used effectively. 

The process of desegregation in the armed forces has been a 
dramatic achievement in military management. It has also been 
a powerful verification of sociological theory concerning social 
cohesion and organizational effectiveness. Sociological theory 
does not hold that segregated units would under all conditions 
weaken organizational effectiveness. The experience of the 
Japanese-American battalions attest to the contrary. This 1s a 
case where segregation did not prevent Japanese-Americans from 
achieving group goals, namely, demonstrating their loyalty and 
articulating effectively with the authority structure. Segregation 
of Negro troops worked to opposite ends. The outcome was to 
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prevent the development of groups with social cohesion com- 
mitted to the military hierarchy. 

The first evidence of the feasibility of eliminating segregation 
emerged when the Navy initiated its program of utilization of 
Negroes in combat assignments. Some research evidence was col- 
lected from a number of infantry companies which, in the closing 
phases of the campaign in Northwest Europe, had Negro platoons 
attached.® In the Korean conflict, battle conditions required the 
final breakdown of segregation, which was being pressed with 
greater vigor by civilian political leaders. ‘The details of sociologi- 
cal research into the process of desegregation in Korea have not 
been made available for scientific publication. But the assump- 
tion of inherent differential capacities of Negroes for combat has 
been clearly laid to rest for all except the fanatically prejudiced. 
One of the implications, which will be crucial should civilian 
society press for residential desegregation, is that the process 1s 
made feasible if a limitation is imposed on the concentration of 
Negroes assigned to a given area or unit. 


Group Behavior Under Stress 


At some point continued exposure of any military group to 
stress begins to produce a weakening of primary group solidarity, 
and an undermining of organizational effectiveness. One of the 
direct manifestations of disintegration, which can easily be ob- 
served and charted, is the nature and rate of psychoneurotic 
breakdowns. Every soldier will manifest behavior of a neurotic or 
psychotic variety if subject to severe stress long enough. 

On the basis of studies in North Africa and Italy during World 
War II, a time limit was estimated beyond which the American 
combat infantry soldier could not be expected to resist psychi- 
atric breakdown. After prolonged exposure to combat, the infan- 
tryman ‘‘wore out, either developing an acute incapacitating 
neurosis or else becoming hypersensitive to shell fire, so overly 
Cautious and jittery that he was ineffective and demoralizing to 
the newer men.” The point at which this occurred appears to 
have come somewhere between 200 and 400 aggregate days of 
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combat. Peak effectiveness seems to have been reached between 
three months and five months of combat. 

This is an estimate for one combat situation. The British com- 
mand estimated twice as long a period, since it was British policy 
to afford more brief intervals of relief from frontline duty than 
was American practice. The nature of the battle also affects the 
process of breakdown. In general, the rate of psychoneurotic 
casualties rises in proportion to the rate of those wounded and 
killed. An important exception occurs during full retreat. Under 
full retreat psychiatric casualties may not be able to save them- 
selves, but it does appear that in such situations the danger to 
the whole group overrides the inclination of individual soldiers to 
manifest psychoneurotic behavior. In periods of rapid advance, 
the rate also drops off sharply. 

The psychiatric rate also varied among branches of service and 
among different armed forces, as a careful review of research 
evidence on social environmental factors in military psychiatry by 
David G. Mandelbaum demonstrates.'° There are very few 
psychiatric cases among U.S. submarine crews. To be sure, 
submarine crews are carefully selected, but since the stress of this 
service is extreme, social organizational factors, namely, the 
intimate organization of submarine life, must be operative."' A 
similar pattern held true for bomber crews in World War II, who 
developed tightly knit primary groups. In the Bomber Command 
of the RAF, for example, the casualty rate during World War II 
was reported at 64 per cent, including those who were killed, 
wounded, missing, and injured. Nevertheless, the psychiatric 
breakdown rate was only about 5 per cent. 

Differences in cultural background and ‘‘national character” 
seem to influence the rate and type of psychiatric breakdown in 
combat. When newly captured German prisoners of war and 
their British captors in North Africa were both subjected to air 
attack, it has been reported that the Germans displayed much less 
neurotic behavior. Similarly Indian units fighting in the Arakan 
jungles showed a lower incidence of neurotic behavior than 
British units in the same area. The Yugoslav partisans had a high 
incidence of hysterical convulsions, a symptom not at all common 
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in the American army. In the Japanese army hysteria was also 
the most common reaction to prolonged stress. Many observers 
have noted that the incidence of psychoneurotic breakdown 
among American soldiers was not only a reaction to the fear of 
being killed; often anxiety or guilt that was created over the fear 
of killing someone acted as the precipitating factor. Clearly, 
fundamental social taboos of civilian life were at work here. 

Psychiatric breakdown can also be delayed as a result of social 
factors. "The most dramatic case was the low rate of neurotic 
behavior of the German civilian population under air attack, a 
rate which remained low until 1948 when deep-seated psychiatric 
symptoms began to appear as living conditions improved. The 
same delayed pattern was present among German prisoners of 
war, who had a lower rate than combat soldiers, but whose 
symptoms emerged after release from captivity. ‘Thus, it has been 
documented by research too extensive to survey that reactions to 
combat stress—as reflected by the incidence of psychiatric casu- 
alties—are influenced not only by the military situation but by 
social environmental and group factors as well. 

During World War II and the Korean conflict military 
psychiatrists became aware of social environmental aspects of 
psychoneurotic breakdowns, and treatment procedures were 
modified in order to render effective support. Civilian psychiatry 
had its limitations in military settings and the recent history of 
military psychiatry is a dramatic example of practical sociology 
developed on the spot. 

At the beginning of World War II the American medical 
services followed the practice of rapidly evacuating psychiatric 
Casualties to rear hospitals. The result was that there were very 
few who resumed combat duty. Treatment was designed to deal 
with manifested symptoms by assisting the discharge of anxiety. 
The therapist, under these situations, tended to identify with 
the needs of the patient, and was impelled to promise relief 
from future combat duty. The psychiatrist was operating as a 
“remote spectator of the battle rather than a forward observer.” 
Military psychiatry became effective by changing its organiza- 
tional setting. By installing forward psychiatric-clearing stations, 
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and by handling psychiatric casualties in the combat zone, the 
approach of the psychiatrists changed. They recognized that 
combat brought forth group identifications which sustained 
soldiers. Psychiatrists were able to make use of these group 
identifications—the desire of the soldier not to abandon his 
buddies—and, as a result, the rate returned to combat in- 
creased. 

The rate of psychiatric breakdown is but one index of military 
group behavior under stress. It is one that has dominated think- 
ing about primary groups under stress because of the abundance 
of impressionistic observations and the dramatic quality of 
psychiatric symptoms. But alternative frames of reference are 
necessary to encompass the dynamics of primary groups under 
extreme conditions. Thus, Bruno Bettelheim, on the basis of his 
participant observation of human behavior in the extreme situa- 
tion of the Nazi concentration camp, brought to attention the 
process of identification with the aggressor—the process by which 
some inmates, in order to preserve a human identity, abandoned 
their own identity and assumed that of the guards who were 
persecuting them.!? 

Under stress of combat, as soon as a military formation encoun- 
ters enemy resistance, long before psychiatric breakdown occurs, 
there is a tendency for communications between group members 
to decrease and to break down temporarily. The task of the unit 
commander is to reestablish these communication networks. The 
fighter pilot on his first real mission feels completely isolated and 
his behavior may threaten his own formation. In the infantry, 
where group members are not physically held together as a 
submarine crew is, the group literally falls apart under the impact 
of enemy firepower. Panic almost never occurs. The failure of a 
high proportion of infantry soldiers to use their weapons in com- 
bat is partly due to this breakdown of communications. The 
reluctance of the soldier to fire under these circumstances is not 
that by firing he will expose himself to additional danger. That is 
much too rational a consideration. He is under shock, confronted 
by a strange situation in which he feels completely on his own. 
Only when the combat group learns to behave as a team do its 
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members become militarily useful. Realistic training, aggressive 
leadership, and mere survival through the initial onslaught, all 
of these help to overcome the disruptions of stress. 

The experiences in Korea corroborate the studies of World 
War II on the linkages of primary groups in combat with the 
larger military and social environment. For the enlisted men, and 
even for many officers, their perspectives were limited to their 
immediate tactical unit—the company and the squadron. Under 
the stress of battle, whenever there is a weakening of communica- 
tions, the feeling develops that higher authority is acting capri- 
ciously and arbitrarily. The layers of military authority were 
remote and distant except for those few officers who had sustained 
contact with higher command. Civilian society penetrated into 
the daily life of combat personnel only by means of family con- 
tacts. Secondary symbols of ideology, even those of race and 
religion, were indeed faint while political concern was almost 
nonexistent. 

Only one detailed participant observational study of the 
dynamics of primary groups was prepared for the Korean con- 
flict. This dealt with an infantry company from November, 1952, 
through February, 1953, during the period of stalemate and was 
prepared by Captain Roger William Little.'* This was the period 
in which the mainline of resistance had become stabilized in 
bunkers and trenchlike emplacements, and hostilities were 
limited to patrols, sporadic raids, and artillery duels, which could 
be fierce and destructive of personnel. ‘The rotation system con- 
tinually disrupted personnel attachments, to the point of causing 
concern among commanders about military effectiveness. Under 
these circumstances it was understandable that masculine norms 
and the need to establish one’s manliness played much less a role 
than in the aggressive and attack phase of the conflict. 

Roger Little’s investigation highlights that under these special 
tactical conditions a much more primitive type of primary group 
solidarity developed than in World War II. The essential and 
basic unit of social cohesion was a two-man relationship rather 
than a squad social grouping. The squad was too dispersed and 
its personnel rotated too rapidly to develop effective cohesion. 
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The “buddy” relation was a cohesive unit built around risk; it 
was the person a soldier felt he could rely on in case of danger. 
These relations were private knowledge; ‘‘one man could think of 
another buddy, but could never state it or boast of the attach- 
ments publicly.” This attachment was a defense against isolation, 
and permitted the exchange of the most intimate communica- 
tions and fears between two partners. 

At some point, just as individuals become prone to psychiatric 
breakdown, one can observe that combat units under stress begin 
to show signs of social disintegration if replacements and relief are 
not adequate. For many weapons systems, the unit is forced 
because of mechanical reasons to carry on their military duties; 
there is no other way out. But a pattern of military disintegration 
has been identified by sociologists which reflects the disruption of 
primary group life as a result of the breakdown of communica- 
tions, loss of leadership, or prolonged breaks in the supply of food 
and medicine. The individual soldier becomes concerned with his 
survival at the expense of his military assignment. Last ditch 
resistance, which ends only with the exhaustion of fighting equip- 
ment and subsequent surrender or death, implies the absence of 
social disintegration. As disintegration sets in, resistance becomes 
routine; that is, orders are followed but resistance is discontinued 
when the enemy becomes overwhelmingly powerful and aggres- 
sive. Further disintegration under stress can lead to passtve sur- 
render, that is, token resistance by allowing capture after nominal 
face-saving gestures or by mere nonresistance. 

Extreme forms of disintegration often underlie active surrender, 
the deliberate decision to give up to the enemy or to take steps to 
facilitate capture. Finally, desertion is an outgrowth of the most 
active form of social disintegration, since it usually involves the 
individual soldier breaking with his primary group and deliber- 
ately going over to the enemy lines. While, as Dr. Henry Dicks 
has demonstrated, the deserter may frequently be a person with 
marked neurotic symptoms, this continuum of organizational 
disintegration of military units is not necessarily related to the 
increased state of psychiatric malaise.'* It is more a group re- 
sponse to stress in which the fate of the group rather than the fate 
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of the individual is paramount. This motivation operates among 
defectors from totalitarian nations during periods of cold war. 

In military operations against totalitarian powers, the main- 
tenance of group cohesion even after combat is of crucial im- 
portance. As well as resistance to indoctrination after capture, 
escape, evasion, and survival emerge as serious problems when 
theaters of war spread over vast distances and uninhabitable 
territories. The political objectives of Communist powers require 
them to treat prisoners as potential recruits. 

In Korea, American prisoners of war were subjected to exten- 
sive pressure to collaborate with the enemy. Shock to the pride of 
the American public was immense when it learned that fellow 
Americans had turned traitor in Chinese prisoner-of-war camps. 
The belief developed that the Chinese Communist had perfected 
revolutionary techniques of indoctrination, but more careful and 
more detached estimates indicate that the techniques used were 
well known but had been applied with great intensity, although 
not always with great expertness or forethought. 

The variation in response to Communist pressure and indoc- 
trination was extreme. The early captured ground force personnel 
who seemed to come from units that had not developed high 
social cohesion and who suffered extensive mistreatment after 
capture apparently supplied the bulk of the collaborators. The 
events of the Korean conflict would indicate that the troops were 
not trained or prepared for the type of prisoner of war situation 
to which they were exposed. The defects in training were those 
that would have rendered them better soldiers, but it is prob- 
lematic whether their resistance to Communist indoctrination 
would have been markedly different. Resistance in part was 
based on being a member of a military body and, therefore, the 
more effective the military body, the greater the potential for 
resistance. 

This is underlined by the results of two carefully documented 
studies of the returned prisoners of war, which both conclude that 
there was a lack of correspondence between the extent to which 
prisoners were favorably impressed by the ideological doctrines of 

their captors and the degree to which they would go along with 
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their captors in active collaboration.’® Likewise, it is crucial to 
note that one of these studies by Albert Biderman on Air Force 
prisoners concludes that American characteristic tendencies, in- 
cluding a distrust of political dogma in general, and an aversion 
to Communist dogma, in particular, formed a basis of their 
resistance to Communist indoctrination. While efforts to inter- 
view the prisoners for psychiatric and legal purposes have re- 
sulted in the accumulation of a considerable amount of evidence 
on how individual soldiers behaved under stress of Communist 
indoctrination, the dynamics of the social organization of the 
Communist prison war camps have not been fully reported. Such 
an analysis might well reveal some of the sharp differences be- 
tween various totalitarian practices. Because of the strategical 
background of the Korean conflict, U.S. efforts to maintain con- 
tact and support for the captured military personnel were mark- 
edly limited as compared with World War II; these dimensions 
would also have to be covered for a full understanding of Amer- 
ican behavior under stress. 

The dynamics of primary groups under military pressure are 
based on exposure to battle conditions involving high explosives. 
The Korean conflict, while not the last military conflict con- 
ducted with conventional weapons, represents a turning point. 
The character of social cohesion in the Korean battle, while 
essentially similar to that in World War II, had undergone 
modification. At the end the tremendous expenditure of fire- 
power, and the resulting need for greater dispersion, seemed to 
produce a more primitive and more attenuated form of social 
solidarity. The growth of firepower had further segmented social 
relations. | 

Yet what relevance will the primary group concept have in 
years to come? Extrapolation from present trends may leave 
crucial questions unanswered. Future limited warfare will cer- 
tainly involve units operating on the same principles of social 
cohesion as we know them now. Even in irregular warfare, which 
is the most frequent form of contemporary warfare, the same 
concepts seem readily applicable. But what about unlimited war- 
fare, not in its unthinkable actuality, but in the prolonged 
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preparation for deterring unlimited warfare? First, many combat 
units acting as agents of deterrence are not trained for prolonged 
combat but for single missions, implicitly one-way missions. 
What are the dynamics of social cohesion in such formations? The 
tension resulting from being continuously on the alert can be 
deeply devastating. Second, many military units will be required 
to have both a limited warfare and an unlimited warfare mission. 
Is this technically and organizationally feasible, and what does 
this mean for social solidarity and primary group cohesion? It is 
best for social scientists to assume that old concepts and theories 
still apply and then to be prepared to discover what is new. 
Much thought will have to be given to the problem of social 
cohesion in units using new types of weapons, such as submarines 
designed to remain underseas for prolonged periods, or highly 
mobile infantry units equipped with low-yield atomic tactical 
weapons, or the like. While the current interest in the human 
problems of new weapons is mainly physiological, it will ulti- 
mately be necessary to discover and rediscover the social elements 
in these weapons systems. 
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V 


TECHNIQUES OF 
ORGANIZATIONAL CONTROL 


THE STYLE OF MILITARY ADMINISTRATION is to create a set of formal 
regulations and written directives which establish policy for all 
sorts of eventualities. The greater the imponderables and uncer- 
tainties that military command has to face, the more emphasis is 
placed on explicit orders, elaborate directives, and contingency 
plans. 

First, military command structure is laid out and continually 
redesigned so as to create a precise format in which each unit is 
clearly charted and its tasks assigned. Organizational doctrine, 
although it varies from military service to military service, has its 
traditional objectives: direct lines of formal authority, explicit 


definition of missions, clear channels of official communication 
“inition Of MISSIOI | 


between staff and operating units, and limitations on the span of 
control. | 

Second, military command seeks to routinize its operating 
procedures to the most minute detail. The content of every 
Sanction and reward is an official act. When General Eisenhower, 
during World War II, confirmed the death sentence for an 
infantry deserter to be carried out by a firing squad made up of 
members of his own regiment, the organizational manual was the 
sole source of guidance, inasmuch as this was the only case of its 
kind during World War II and the first since the Civil War. The 
manual supplied the mass of essential details from the mode of 
selecting the members of the firing squad to the issuance of the 
traditional blank cartridge. In the same vein, the Air Force 
manual on staff procedures is a multi-volumed compendium with 
never-ending supplements. This concern for reducing operating 
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procedures to written directives creates the image of the military 
establishment as the most complete bureaucracy. The operating 
manuals of the American Telephone and Telegraph Company 
are no less detailed, but they do not encompass the vast range of 
topics that life in the military community entails. 

Yet it is obvious that organizational charts and rule books do 
not describe the way in which large-scale organizations operate. 
Informal practices and personal communication networks are 
required if coordination is to be accomplished. The military 
establishment is no exception. Much of the sociological literature 
on organizational control is taken up with the influence of in- 
formal organization. Often the assumption is made, although it 
remains to be adequately documented, that the gap between 
formal organization and informal realities is greater in the mili- 
tary than in other complex bureaucracies. There are too few 
systematic empirical studies of organizational control to permit 
generalization about the interaction between formal authority 
and informal communications in the military.’ Nevertheless, 
dilemmas of communication in military systems have been so 
often observed by social scientists that general mechanisms can be 
identified. 


Communications and Command Channels 


Sociologists agree that command channels and communica- 
tion processes in the military establishment are not merely struc- 
tural devices. Organizational control depends as much on what is 
communicated as on how it is communicated. Practitioners of 
administration and business management often tend to be con- 
cerned with “opening channels” of communication, regardless of 
policy content. Command channels and communications are 
effective or ineffective as a result of the policies that are trans- 
mitted. It is the system of rewards and sanctions that has been 
created to develop socially cohesive units and to weld them into 
an effective military system that will determine the outcome. No 
amount of communication will overcome extreme differentials 
between enlisted men and officers, nor will the best techniques of 
communications counterbalance lack of technical competence. 
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Command channels and communication processes in the mili- 
tary have their distinctive features. Like any large-scale organiza- 
tion, military command produces a downward flow of official and 
authoritative messages and instructions from the top to the 
bottom level. Yet informal messages flowing down from higher 
levels abound in the form of personal grapevines and deliberate 
informal prior notification of important decisions. One of the 
distinctive qualities of the military command channels is that 
these informal communications are required, since official com- 
munications tend to lag timewise behind organizational needs. 
These informal communications make it possible for personnel to 
prepare themselves and their units for new assignments and new 
tasks. 

While informal downward channels are important to over- 
come time lags in official communications and command, the 
informal upward flow is even more crucial for effective organiza- 
tional control. Military command has official procedures for 
maintaining an upward flow of information by means of report- 
ing systems, technical chains of command, and official inspec- 
tions. Nevertheless, the official flow of upward communication is 
less adequate than in other types of bureaucracies. The military 
must rely on elaborate forms of informal communications to keep 
higher echelons informed. In part, this is due to the vast size of 
the military establishment and, in part, to the speed with which 
organizational developments are effected. ‘The informal and 
unofficial channels of communication are so important that they 
become institutionalized in the oral “‘briefing.” At the highest 
levels of the Pentagon, one is struck by the heavy reliance on oral 
briefings, despite the military’s concern with authoritative com- 

munications. The oral briefing is a rapid and flexible device for 
upward communications, which permits a more or less informal 
exchange of information. Since briefings are attended by many 
officials, they serve to bypass any single person who might bottle- 
neck the upward flow of information. 

All organizations have hierarchical systems which impede the 
upward flow of communications and force reliance on informal 
communications. It is possible that the military organization 
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requires more elaborate devices by bypassing immediately higher 
authorities. The question also arises whether the procedures by 
which subordinates control access to the “old man” are suff- 
ciently flexible to permit an informal upward flow of communica- 
tions. The tendency in all organizations is to protect the chief 
executive from being unduly bothered; in the military, because 
formal rank and hierarchy is so clear-cut, informal access to 
higher-ups can be greatly reduced. 

But again it is the possibility of combat, and not hierarchical 
organization, that produces the command and communications 
patterns found in the military. The business of the military is 
grave and deadly serious. Military control develops in an 
atmosphere where all directives tend to be expressed as authorita- 
tive and obligatory. Yet as the nature of modern warfare has 
become revolutionized, the traditional concepts of organizational 
control become outmoded. Just as the tactical commander must 
react to the dilemmas of his role and abandon traditional dis- 
cipline, so higher echelons must develop new concepts of com- 
mand. In order to coordinate complex operations, military 
command becomes tempered with military management—a con- 
cept that implies greater reliance on persuasion and negotiation. 
The tendency to resist these organizational changes in the 
military establishment is concentrated among officers in the 
middle ranks. At the bottom of the hierarchy, the realities of 
combat or training force leaders to adapt; at the very top, the 
pressures come from the outside and leaders are selected because 
of their inclination to innovate. But in the middle range, divorced 
from these pressures and often aware that their prospects of 
selection to the top are declining, leaders are most likely to 
develop a defensive stance. Instead of constructive problem- 
solving, their concern with maintaining the formal prerogatives 
of rank leads to organizational rigidity, ceremonialism, and re- 
treat from administrative responsibility. 

Organizational rigidity in the military establishment is most 
clearly manifested by the continued efforts of elements of the 
higher command to reinstitute traditional forms of organiza- 
tional control when these forms are no longer effective. The 
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requirements of the cold war have prevented the military estab- 
lishment from drifting away from a concern about the forms of 
discipline necessary for combat relations. The lessons about the 
need for tactical initiative are best kept alive in those units whose 
routine training most closely approximates actual combat or is 
hazardous. Nevertheless, the pressure to reestablish the discipline 
of the ‘‘old days” is continually present. Often leaders who see 
their particular weapons becoming obsolete, and who see no 
approach to regaining their organizational dominance, are the 
most ritualistic and compulsive about the older forms of military 
command; for example, the cavalry colonel in the interwar years, 
and more recently, even among aircraft carrier commanders. 

The Womble Committee of the Department of Defense which 
sought to investigate the professional status of officers as an after- 
math of the Korean conflict issued a report in 1953 that contained 
strong overtones of concern to revive traditional forms of organ- 
izational discipline and officer prerogatives.” The report, written 
as a reaction to the reforms of the Doolittle Board, not only dealt 
with basic matters of pay and promotion but expressed an em- 
phasis on formalism which seemed to be more oriented toward 
ideology than to the realities of military life. The need for disci- 
pline and command based on domination has been emphasized 
in some quarters in the United States military establishment as an 
answer to the lack of realistic training and preparation of troops 
during the first phases of the Korean conflict. However, in fact, 
realistic training that had little or nothing to do with formal 
discipline produced in Korea one of the most effective military 
forces in recent American history. The performance of military 
units in Korea is a striking example of the conditions under which 
civilian apathy was prevented from influencing battle behavior 
by the performance of a professional officer corps, especially the 
junior members, who were convinced that their organizational 
integrity was at stake. 

A return to organizational control based on domination can 
be achieved only at a high cost. In a totalitarian society it can be 
achieved because of the repressive political control that is avail- 
able. Given the cultural traits of American society, the officer 
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corps runs the risk of losing its most creative intellects while the 
noncommissioned ranks, as discipline becomes harsher, would 
attract those who are unsuccessful in civilian life. Any widespread 
and conscious effort to reimpose stricter discipline is blocked by 
the political pressures available to selectees. 

Since any serious return to rigid organizational controls and 
discipline based on domination is blocked by the realities of 
military life and by civilian pressures, nostalgia for the past 
expresses itself in increased ceremonialism. The opportunities and 
evidence for increased ceremonialism are ample—from the rein- 
troduction of the dress sword for naval officers to more close order 
military parades. 

Ceremonialism can be functional if it contributes to a sense of 
self-esteem and to solidarity. From a social psychological point of 
view ceremonialism is among other things a device for dealing 
with the fear of death. But at what point does ceremonialism 
interfere with realistic requirements? Much of the ceremony 
seems to be a device for avoiding concern with the unsolved 
problems of military management. 

Under pressure to adapt to new requirements, the dilemmas of 
military command can also lead to a retreat from administrative 
responsibility. ‘The greater the pressure for organizational change, 
the more feasible it becomes for officer personnel to claim that 
new problems are outside their jurisdiction and require directives 
from higher authorities. Because of the greater speed in com- 
munications, decision-making tends to become more centralized. 
But is there a greater tendency for passing decisions up the line 
in the military establishment than in other types of organiza- 
tions? Not a single empirical study exists comparing the military 
with business or other types of organization on this question, yet 
such studies would seem to be a first step in assessing the relevance 
of so-called principles of business administration for military 
organization. 


Role Conflicts 
Organizational control in the military establishment extends 
beyond command channels and internal communications. Every 
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soldier has other roles which can potentially weaken his ability to 
perform his military obligations. The management of these role 
conflicts in order to keep them in bounds has become a major 
effort of military authority. The attraction of an alternative 
civilian career, the obligations of family, and the cross pressures 
generated by civilian community contacts are at the root of these 
role conflicts. Compared with the military profession at the turn 
of the century, there is every reason to assume that such role 
conflicts are now more disruptive. A small, homogeneous, isolated 
professional group is less likely to be subjected to role conflicts. 
The civilianization of the military, as well as the growth in the 
size of the military establishment, weakens organizational con- 
trol over the individual soldier and officer. 

As indicated in Chapter II, Hierarchy and Authority, the 
revolution in military technology has increased the transferability 
of skills between military and civilian employment. Even for 
those military personnel who have no specifically transferable 
skill, the general management skills that life in the military de- 
velops are more applicable to civilian employment today than a 
half-century ago. As a result, military personnel has greater op- 
portunity to shift from its military attachments to civilian enter- 
prise, and organizational control is thereby weakened. There has 
always been a steady movement of personnel out of the military 
establishment. Among West Point graduates, comparable statis- 
tics on resignations show a gradual increase in recent decades. 
The professional soldier is also more aware of the possibilities of 
transfer and is more likely to consider and to reconsider the possi- 
bility at various points in his career. Professional officers are con- 
tinually availing themselves of training at civilian universities and 
through military educational arrangements to improve their 
chances for transfer even if they do not actually wish to transfer. 
The closer links between military institutions and civilian busi- 
ness and universities throw the typical officer into situations where 
essential contacts can be made. 

_Family pressures serve to increase role conflicts. Military as- 
signments involve constant rotation’ from one installation to 
another, and with each move, disruptions are created, for the 
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role of being a father is not necessarily in tune with being a 
professional soldier. While shifting of assignments is also a feature 
of large-scale civilian enterprise, the frequency and distance of 
military transfers seems to create more family pressures. Powerful 
role conflicts in family life are generated in units constantly on 
the alert and under strenuous training assignments. The stresses 
and strains that role conflicts generate among the crews in the 
Strategic Air Command were surveyed in a monograph by Ruth 
Lindquist, Marriage and Family Life of Officers and Airmen in a 
Strategic Air Command Wing.* Because of the strains of training and 
disruption to family life connected with sudden overseas assign- 
ments, family tensions become a factor affecting operational 
readiness, and thereby a concern of Air Force commanders. 

In the past, garrison life meant an intermingling of place of 
residence and place of work, especially during peacetime. The 
military community had a strong sense of social solidarity and 
offered extensive mutual assistance to its member families. While 
garrison life may have isolated the military from civilian influ- 
ences, it was a device for coping with the role conflicts and 
tensions that the military family had to face. But, as the military 
becomes intermingled with civilian, garrison life changes. Even 
among the Air Force operational units, the shortage of base 
housing is so great that many families live in the civilian com- 
munity. The civilian community is not sensitized to the needs of 
military families and to their special problems. Living in two 
worlds, the military family tends to compare its lot with that of 
the civilian neighbor, often resulting in a sense of dissatisfaction, 
on the part of the military wife. 

Married officers are better able to find their place in the 
civilian community than are enlisted personnel because of the 
traditions of social visiting that exist between officer personnel. 
For enlisted families, the task of adjustment is often more diff- 
cult, since there is less of a tradition of social contacts among the 
families of enlisted personnel. Thus, in a study of the role conflict 
of a first sergeant in the Air Force, almost universal ambiguity 
existed concerning the social duties of his wife: Should she, or 
should she not, take the lead in developing social contacts among 
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the enlisted personnel in her husband’s squadron? For the unmar- 
ried personnel, there may not be a place in the civilian commu- 
nity except in commercial amusements and casual acquaintance- 
ships of the briefest duration.‘ 

These role conflicts, especially the conflict between military 
occupation and the attraction of civilian opportunities, are a 
primary factor in the turnover of military personnel. As would be 
expected, the turnover is greatest where the skill is more nearly 
equivalent to that in civilian employment—noncommissioned 
officers with electronic specialties. In fact, according to a detailed 
personnel survey completed for the armed forces by McKinsey 
and Company, in September, 1956, the average rate of turnover 
of personnel in the military establishment is no higher than for 
industry, except in this one category. Turnover, resulting from 
role conflicts, is simply more disruptive to an organization which 
requires such high levels of social cohesion. 

To reduce these strains, the military establishment must render 
on an organized basis many of the social services rendered infor- 
mally in the traditional military garrison. Indeed striking is the 
extent to which the military establishment has many of the fea- 
tures of the welfare state, without which these role conflicts would 
become most disruptive. While private commercial interests are 
continually criticizing the military for its post exchanges and for 
its welfare services, these features are important sources of institu- 
tional control. The American Medical Association looks askance 
at the family services that military doctors perform. However, 
regardless of financial considerations, the military doctor must 
perform the functions of the civilian family doctor, since the 
military family has fragile roots in the civilian community. In the 
Air Force, the Dependent Aid Program brings into play a team 
of specialists whose job is to prevent family disruption in a way 
suggestive of professional social work practice. 

The chaplain and the psychiatrist, with their loose relationship 
to the channels of command, have the task of reducing by indirect 
and “therapeutic techniques” the role conflicts of military life. 
The impact of the psychiatrist on military life is indeed consider- 
able. He becomes an important arbiter as to what constitutes 
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appropriate behavior and how defiant behavior will be treated. 
Delinquency, anti-social behavior, and nonconformity are not 
regarded merely as problems in military law but as psychiatric 
issues. The strength of the psychiatrists depends on their high 
prestige as medical men and their privileged positions as members 
of a profession which is located outside the military. These ad- 
vantages make it possible for them to circumvent and modify 
military authority. From a suggestive study of the “Role Con- 
flicts of Military Chaplains,” by Waldo Burchard, the inference 
can be drawn that the chaplain in his role as “‘social worker” is 
not so effective as the psychiatrist.5 Often he overidentifies or 
completely accepts the official military perspective and has less of 
a sphere of independent influence. 


Indoctrination 

An indirect source of organizational control is the ideological 
indoctrination to which the military exposes its personnel. Ideo- 
logical indoctrination in the military has three quite different 
elements— (1) the professional code of military behavior, (2) the 
strategic concepts of military operations, including a description 
of the enemy, and (3) the political objectives of U.S. national 
security policy. While the professional code of the military officer 
is subjected to great strain from within and without the military 
establishment, a sense of honor goes a long way in explaining 
organizational control in the armed forces. However, since it is 
traditional to assume that the armed forces should be nonpolitical 
in a democracy, efforts to develop an ideological concept of the 
military mission have met with little success and have perhaps 
been a source of confusion. 

The military forces of the United States had their origins in a 
revolutionary political movement—in an anti-colonial struggle— 
yet their professional code of behavior derives from the aristo- 
cratic forms against which they struggled. Dedicated patriotism, 
an almost mystical allegiance to national identity, political con- 
servatism, and a sense of personal fealty to the chief sovereign— 
the president instead of king—have been among the basic ele- 
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ments of this code. The professional code of the military is now 
compatible with technical training and expertise, but, basically, 
the military code prepares the soldier for a “heroic career” and 
not merely for a specific technical occupation. 

If the professional code of the military arose out of aristocratic 
traditions of fealty, it has had to modify its symbolic content. The 
professional code of the military is, so to speak, a self-generating 
one seeking to draw inspiration from its own historical achieve- 
ments, its religious devotion, and its sense of fraternity. For these 
purposes, military history is not reality; it is not the account of 
personal rivalries among competing generals, nor the account of 
the failures of the War of 1812 or the Spanish-American War, 
although the armed forces study these errors. It is an interpreta- 
tion of past events designed to prove that the military profession 
is an honorable profession. The role of religion in fashioning the 
American military profession is complex and almost wholly 
uncharted by social historians. From religious sources, it has 
found justification for its sense of missionary zeal, its concern with 
authority and, of course, solace for its suffering. 

But it is the sense of fraternity in the military professional code 
that strikes the sociologist. A sense of intimacy and social solidar- 
ity among the officer corps is basic to the professional code. While 
other professional groups speak of a sense of community, none 
rivals the military in this respect. Much of military education 
seems to be concerned with this sense of group solidarity. But 
clearly after World War II, the military profession experienced a 
crisis in its sense of professional fraternity. ‘The increase in size 
and the greater heterogeneity of social background and careers 
weakened the sense of fraternity. In the Air Force this weakening 
has been the most pronounced and most troublesome, and has led 
to the most concern with the sources of an appropriate ethic.® 

_ Since the indoctrination of the professional code is slow and 
continuous, and since it applies to every aspect of military life, 
conscious efforts to improve professional indoctrination have a 
high chance of success. But the contemporary efforts of the mili- 
tary to implant in the professional and the citizen soldier a con- 
ception of a political goal beyond that of defense of country— 
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that is, the effort to explain why we fight—have been more 
irrelevant than unsuccessful. 

Strategic issues and ideological images are elements of combat 
effectiveness and organizational control. The findings of sociolo- 
gists on the crucial importance of primary group cohesion in 
military morale do not overlook or eliminate the role of secondary 
identifications, although some of the enthusiasts of small group 
research seem to arrive at such a conclusion. Conceptions of the 
enemy, the strength of nationalism, and the definition of war 
aims have varying effects depending on military realities. For the 
bulk of the troops, these factors are secondary to the immediate 
social organization of military life. These secondary symbols are 
at best filtered through networks of primary group contact on 
which individual soldiers depend. If the image of the enemy and 
the goals of war can be interpreted in terms that are relevant and 
meet the day-to-day needs of the individual soldier, then ideo- 
logical indoctrination may succeed. When the Nazi propaganda 
officers spoke of the advantages of National Socialism as an 
ideology, their words fell on deaf ears, but when they spoke of 
how Hitler had abolished unemployment, they were able to reen- 
force old loyalties among those who had suffered economic 
distress. 

Moreover, in military society as well as in civilian society, 
there is a very small “hard core” of politically oriented persons. 
These opinion leaders are often more concerned with the 
strategic outlines of warfare and are more politically alert. In the 
totalitarian armies they are the personnel who received years and 
years of indoctrination in political schools and in party work. 
Their equivalents are not regarded as essential for democratic 
armies, nor can they be expected to develop by a few superficial 
lectures. 

Present evidence offers no basis for assuming that political 
indoctrination of American troops will make them better fighters 
or more resistant to Communist indoctrination after capture. By 
political indoctrination we mean implanting a comprehensive 
dogma which supplies answers to a wide variety of issues. Such 
indoctrination of the rank and file of the armed forces of a demo- 
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cratic country may have the opposite effect. As Albert Biderman 
concludes from his study of Air Force prisoners captured in 
Korea, resistance to Communist doctrine was lodged in the tradi- 
tional American negativism toward dogma.’ Any effort at politi- 
cal indoctrination in order to increase organizational control, or 
to prepare personnel for resisting Communist indoctrination in 
the event of capture, may have negative consequences if it under- 
mines the American general distrust of dogmas and makes the 
men feel inferior because they are uninformed, or feel guilty 
because they are apolitical, vis-a-vis skilled propagandists. 
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VI 


THE SOLDIER AND 
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 


ANY EXTENSIVE EFFORT by the military at political indoctrination 
of its rank and file beyond clarifying strategic concepts is not 
appropriate for a political democracy. Nor are such efforts cer- 
tain to improve military effectiveness. Yet it is clear that the 
professional officer requires considerable sensitivity to the politi- 
cal and social consequences of military operations. At each step 
in the graduated application of force, threatened or actual, to the 
control of international relations, political and social factors are 
completely intertwined with what has been called military con- 
siderations. In varying degrees this has always been the case. 
But today military administration permits a very small margin of 
political and social miscalculation. Assuming a perfect and com- 
plete form of civilian supremacy, the implementation of military 
policy is so complex that important political and social tasks tend 
to adhere to the military even in peacetime. The conduct of 
troops stationed abroad, the management of foreign assistance 
programs, and the implementation of military alliances are as 
much political and social arrangements as they are military 
operations. 

Military leaders in the United States over recent decades have 
been developing a concern for the political and social implica- 
tions of their behavior. But to be concerned with these problems 
does not imply that they have the tradition, the knowledge, or the 
resources at their disposal, to act on the basis of their concerns. 
To even the most superficial observer of the military establish- 
ment, it is clear that the American military elite does not corre- 
spond to the stereotype of a power elite bent on a secret con- 
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spiracy. The military elite over the past decades, like the civilian 
elite groups, has had to broaden its horizon to include the entire 
spectrum of international relations. It is incorrect to assume that 
all forms of militarism involve “‘designed militarism.” Designed 
militarism—the type identified with Prussian militarism—in- 
volves the modification and destruction of civilian institutions by 
military leaders acting directly and premeditatedly through the 
state and other institutions. Equally significant and more likely 
to account for crucial aspects of contemporary American prob- 
lems, is “unanticipated militarism.” Unanticipated militarism 
develops from a lack of effective traditions and practices for con- 
trolling the military establishment, as well as from a failure of 
civilian political leaders to act relevantly and consistently. Under 
such circumstances a vacuum is created, which not only encour- 
ages an extension of the tasks and power of military leadership 
but actually forces such trends. 

But there is every reason, for better or for worse, that the con- 
cern with political and social aspects of military operations—in 
particular, with the limitation on force—is likely to continue, 
although it is still a question as to how realistic such a concern 
will be. One can say for better, since it could contribute to a 
rational foreign policy; for worse, because politically sensitive 
military leadership could be more difficult to subject to civilian 
control. 


New Professional Perspectives 


Basically, the new concerns of the professional soldier arise out 
of the changed character of international relations, and the new 
limitations on force. Immediately after the explosion of the atomic 
bomb, the military concept of international relations was domi- 
nated by the potentiality of total war. But as these potentials in 
international relations were developed, mutual deterrence had 
the consequence of inhibiting total war. Limited nuclear warfare 
suddenly emerged as a concept for influencing and controlling 
international relations. Limited nuclear warfare is a possibility, 
although the dangers of its developing into general nuclear war- 
fare are so great that it serves mainly as a transitional concept 
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back to limited nonnuclear warfare. In the modern age even 
nonnuclear warfare differs from such warfare in the prenuclear 
age, in that all decisions about nonnuclear limited war must now 
be made with a view to the possibility that such war may develop 
into a nuclear war—limited or all-out. Limited traditional war- 
fare has, in fact, been the kind of warfare that has occurred during 
the period of the development of atomic weapons. (Limited war- 
fare would include all forms of armed intervention, irregular war- 
fare, armed subversion, and the control of armed subversion by 
various means including counter subversion.) Coupled with the 
reemergence of a concern with the concept of limited warfare— 
nuclear and nonnuclear—some military thinking is taking place 
on the strategy and tactics of mutual warning, inspection, and 
disarmament systems. Both inspection-disarmament and limited 
warfare as types of military operations are demonstrations in 

which political and social considerations predominate. : 

At the same time, the changes that have been described in the 
internal social organization of the military establishment also 
force the professional soldier to be more attuned to the political 
and social aspects of military operations. As has been pointed out: 
(1) There has been a shift in the basis of organizational authority, from 
discipline based on domination to organizational control involving manipu- 
lation. New techniques of leadership involve managerial skills, and the 
ability to develop positive organizational loyalties. Successful military 
authority requires effective participation at all levels in the hierarchy. (2) 
There has been a narrowing of the skill differential between military and 
civilian occupations. In addition, a third factor can be pointed out; 
namely, there has been a broadening of the base of officer recruitment. 
Military leadership has been shifting its recruitment from a nar- 
row, relatively high-status base to a broader, lower-status, and 
more representative social base. 

The consequences of these trends imply that the professional 
soldier is required more and more to acquire skills and orienta- 
tions common to civilian administrators and even to political 
leaders. Professionalism as a measure of adaptation to social 
change thereby implies that the classic distinction and tension 
between the troop commander—the manager of men and ma- 
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chines and the staff officer—the manager of plans and coordina- 
tion—tend to become less clear-cut. If the preparation for combat 
requires authority oriented to maintaining initiative among 
groups and possessing the skills of indirect control, then the skills 
of the combat commander and the staff officer are in effect 
converging. One is struck by the number of high-ranking officers 
in the United States who have combined achievement in both 
spheres of the military establishment as a result of their World 
War II and Korean experiences. 

Thus, the professional commander becomes more interested in 
the interpersonal techniques of organization, maintenance of 
morale, and negotiation. Not only must the professional soldier 
develop new skills necessary for internal management; he must 
also develop a “‘public relations” aptitude, in order to relate and 
explain his formation to other military formations. This is not to 
imply that these skills are found among all top military profes- 
sionals, but that there has been a growth in the concentration of 
such military commanders. Among them, the potentialities exist 
for military leadership more sensitive to the political and social 
aspects of its operations. 

‘These observations do not hide the fact that an important 
element of tension still exists between the emotional and technical 
requirements of many of the initial assignments of a combat 
officer—such as the fighter pilot, or paratrooper—and the re- 
quirements of a higher command. Yet for many of those who 
survive the rigors of indoctrination, training, and initial assign- 
ment, the career of professional officer holds the prospect for 
developing general managerial skills applicable to a wide range 
of assignments, including politically oriented ones. 

These trends may obscure counter trends which are likely to 
produce new strains in the military establishment and to block 
the development of broader perspectives. Emerging tensions 
within the military establishment may well separate those leaders 
with broad managerial orientations toward their tasks from those 
who are concerned with the technical development of new 
weapons systems. Many competent officers are following a scien- 
tific and technical career. ‘Their number is growing, their prestige 
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rising, and their position in the hierarchy assured. These scien- 
tific specialists have narrow definitions of their tasks and are 
relatively unconcerned with the political and social implications 
of the weapons systems which are developing. Their prestige in 
scientific matters permits them to pass judgment on other issues 
for which their experiences have not adequately equipped them. 
Research into career lines and career development in the military 
establishment is required in order to understand these trends and 
their consequences. Such research must be broader than person- 
nel selection research and must focus on organizational change. 

It is beyond the scope of this bulletin even to touch on the 
problems of training and indoctrinating military personnel about 
the political and social consequences of military operations. It is 
equally beyond the scope of this bulletin even to touch on the 
problems of modifying our civilian political controls so as to inte- 
grate effectively military leadership with the other officials man- 
aging U.S. foreign policy. It is relevant, however, to point to 
elements of sociological thinking, broadly conceived, which have 
potentials for providing knowledge about the likely political and 
social consequences of military operations. Unfortunately, it can- 
not be said that professional sociologists have devoted sufficient 
efforts to these matters. ‘The sociological aspect of military institu- 
tions and the sociological dimensions of international relations 
are at best peripheral to the interests of most sociologists. For a 
graduate student to be interested in, and to pursue, such topics 
for his doctoral dissertation is all too frequently regarded as a 
form of deviant behavior. 


Consequences of Force 

Thus far the focus of this study has been on the internal struc- 
ture of the military establishment as a social system and as a 
reflection of the larger civilian society. When one begins to speak 
of the consequences of military behavior, the political and social 
outcomes, the frame of reference broadens. The military spe- 
cialist thinks of force as a factor in international relations in 
absolute quantitative and physical terms—manpower and fire- 
power. The sociologist must assume that in addition to military 
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force there are a variety of means that a nation state has at its 
disposal for influencing international relations: economic, cul- 
tural and political media, diplomatic negotiation, mass persua- 
sion, to mention a few. Of crucial importance to the sociologist 
is the particular organization of these various means, for the same 
instruments differently organized have different consequences. 
For example, military occupation by American forces carrying 
their own logistical support have had very different political 
consequences from those resulting from occupation by Russian 
troops who exploit the local resources. American military govern- 
ment, from Germany to Korea, was deeply influenced not only 
by the political directives under which it operated; the character 
of its performance was heavily influenced by the fact that military 
government organization was kept strictly parallel to tactical 
military organization. Consequently, as the front expanded, 
specific localities were administered by as many as four different 
units, each having to rebuild its own local contacts. Even after 
stabilization, or where military government took over major areas 
directly as in Japan and Korea, the channels of command were 
unduly complicated by their articulation with occupational units. 
The entire setup tended to result in an emphasis on technical 
efficiency at the expense of social and political objectives. 

The utilization of a sociological perspective has been limited 
chiefly to those functions which the military has considered to be 
secondary functions—political and psychological warfare, mili- 
tary government, and troop indoctrination. With the exception of 
economics, the use of the theoretical and technical capabilities of 
social scientists in dealing with military problems has been 
sporadic and infrequent at best, although notable instances can 
be reported by social scientists now out of uniform. This is a 
further reflection of the compartmentalization of military think- 
ing from political and social concepts. More often than not, the 
social scientist is accepted and thought to be relevant by military 
authority because of his substantive knowledge, as a sort of 
intelligence officer. 

The relevance of sociological thinking is not limited to the 
analysis of consequences of particular military operations. It has 
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a broader relevance for understanding the potentials and limita- 
tions on the use of force in all its dimensions as a factor for 
influencing international relations. Force in international relations 
involves a cycle of steps: strategical and operational planning, the 
direction of military operations, the consolidation of military out- 
come, and the assessment of military effects. At each point in the 
cycle, political and sociological assumptions are required; and at 
each point the perspectives of the sociologist are relevant. 

In the past, the political and sociological assumptions that 
military planners have made either remained implicit or were 
limited to their stereotypes as to how soldiers of specific nationali- 
ties behaved in battle. These stereotypes often were based on the 
contacts that professional soldiers developed in the course of their 
careers, as military observers, military attachés, and participants 
in previous military operations. When nations fought with 
limited military forces, and the issue at stake was the likely 
effectiveness of military units in being, such estimates at least 
supplied some basis for military planning. But as warfare grew to 
require total involvement of the population, the problem extends 
well beyond the scope of traditional military thinking. The U.S. 
military services entered World War II unprepared to handle 
such estimates in their strategical planning. During the course of 
the hostilities, the evaluation of strategic intelligence was devel- 
oped to the point that highly sophisticated estimates of the 
probable behavior of German and Japanese social systems under 
attack were developed. In retrospect, these estimates had high 
relevance and validity, although the extent to which they entered 
into actual strategical planning and operations is most prob- 
lematical. Many of these estimates were developed by civilian 
social scientists in uniform and were often the results of self- 
generated assignments, which ultimately developed some organ- 
izational legitimacy. 

Since the end of World War IT the requirement of strategic 
political and social intelligence for guiding national security 
policy, including military policy, has been an accepted assump- 
tion. For a period the armed forces even played a role in sub- 
sidizing university-based social research on foreign social systems, 
as for example the Russian research program of the U.S. Air 
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Force at Harvard University. The theoretical dimensions and the 
practical requirements of strategic intelligence for foreign policy is 
a topic that evokes strong and passionate opinions among experts 
especially in a period of difficult foreign relations, since it is easier 
to declare that intelligence was faulty than to reevaluate policies. 

But the fact of the matter is that sociological analysis of total 
societies is not yet adequately developed to clarify these basic 
issues. Current sociological analysis tends to view violence in a 
social system as a form of disorganization or as deviant behavior.’ 
It is also important to note that such an orientation is prevalent 
among social anthropologists, even though a major source of 
social change among primitive social systems has been warfare. 
As a result, a body of propositions about the conditions under 
which force maintains and modifies social structure has not yet 
been developed. 

Given the present state of sociological theory, one feasible ap- 
proach to a more systematic understanding of the role of force in 
social change is the comparative sociological study of military 
organization; that is, all types of military organization, including 
paramilitary forces, guerrilla units, and resistance movements. A 
model for such research can be found in the analysis of the 
guerrillas in Malaya by Lucian Pye.* An alternative frame of 
reference is to focus on military elites as a social grouping and to 
analyze their social composition, career lines, and indoctrination 
as an index to military behavior.‘ 

The direction of military operations requires an economy of 
effort in order to avoid needless slaughter and to maximize the 
chances of achieving political and social objectives. Force cannot 
be applied effectively merely in terms of military considerations. 
With the destructive prospects of atomic warfare, force has 
meaning only as it relates to efforts at persuasion. The British 
term ‘“‘political warfare” is an effort to conceptualize the use of 
persuasion and propaganda techniques in a military context. 

Among Americans there is a belief that the United States has 
no tradition and skill in international communications in support 

of its military objectives. The word “propaganda” is thought of as 
foreign to U.S. customs and repulsive to U.S. objectives. Control 
and effective management of political warfare are most complex 
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for a democratic state. Wide areas of political warfare require an 
element of secret preparation, at least, and secrecy is disruptive 
of democratic political control. However, it is incorrect to assume 
that the United States is without a tradition in international 
political warfare. American history from the time of the Revolu- 
tionary Era is replete with examples of imaginative and successful 
exploitation of persuasive means to achieve military objectives. 
A Psychological Warfare Casebook documents these events and at the 
same time seeks to set forth the extent to which social scientific 
perspectives are relevant for developing principles for conducting 
psychological warfare.5 One of the most important changes in 
political warfare techniques has been the development of large 
and complex organizational machinery. Whereas, historically, 
propaganda could be disseminated by a few key figures and 
leaders, today large staffs and organizations are required. The 
extensive planning and organization of Soviet communications is 
documented by Wilbur Schramm and John W. Riley, Jr., in the 
case of the Korean and Communist occupation of South Korea.’ 

But as long as the military concept of warfare focused on atomic 
war, the official stimulus for research was on the social and 
psychological aspects of disaster rather than on political and 
psychological warfare. Most available civilian disasters have been 
carefully investigated and important observations systemized by 
Martha Wolfenstein.’ With the reemergence of limited warfare 
concepts, questions about the social consequences of military 
operations are put in another light. What situations of the past 
and the present are likely models to clarify future contingencies? 
Limited warfare, if it has any reality, eliminates the distinction 
between military operations and the police type of duty. Such has 
been the nature of every limited war since the end of World War 
II involving Communist forces. Even the United Nations forces 
operating in the Israeli-Arab conflict found that more conven- 
tional police organization was required to maintain an unstable 
equilibrium. Communist political doctrine apparently is able to 
produce organizational forms which are equipped to handle the 
wide variety of missions that limited warfare requires. Since 
politics is supreme, the traditions of professional soldiers are not 
permitted to obstruct radical innovations. 
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The analysis of the sociological consequences of limited warfare 
cannot be understood within the categories used by the American 
military establishment. The military, in an effort to accommo- 
date itself to political needs, has gradually added to its staff a 
number of specialized auxiliaries: psychological warfare person- 
nel, military government specialists, guerrilla warfare teams. And 
now personnel are to be trained for military assistance operations. 
The effectiveness of these specialists depends on U.S. national 
policies. Yet the concept that these specialists perform separate 
technical functions has been a fundamental weakness in their 
support of military operations. It is hardly likely that research on 
the successes and failures of these politico-military functions in the 
recent past will bring about dramatic changes in military think- 
ing, although rethinking of past experiences is essential. An 
understanding of how American social structure has influenced 
the development of our military institutions and how military 
organization adapts to and resists change is at the root of the 
matter. 

In the present state of international relations, the military 
establishment persists in thinking mainly about the implications 
of future hostilities, limited or total. But the immediate impact of 
U.S. worldwide military system is in effect determining, or at 
least fundamentally conditioning, the outcome of the cold war. 
The U.S. military establishment and its official doctrines have 
had important consequences in fashioning Soviet strategy and 
tactics in the nuclear age.’ The stationing of troops in allied 
countries and the creation of new elites and counter elites by 
military assistance programs are equally important aspects of 
military operations. The conduct of military staffs in interna- 
tional alliances speeds up or retards the development of regional 
political and economic arrangements. The actual deployment of 
our air forces, and the public statements—threats and reassur- 
ances—that military leaders are daily forced to make, constitute 
for better or worse the most potent political warfare. 

Some public opinion polling has been conducted on the atti- 
tudes of allied populations toward the American troops stationed 
in their country. The work of staff members of the Social Science 
Division of The Rand Corporation has been a notable example 
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of a sustained research contribution to these problems. Research 
studies from this group include Hans Speier’s analysis of the reac- 
tions of the German military elite to remilitarization and U.S. 
atomic policy, and the case study by W. Phillips Davison of the 
classic use of the military establishment in the cold war, The 
Berlin Blockade: A Study in Cold War Politics.!° 

But sociologists and members of related disciplines have not 
accepted the responsibility for the systematic study of the impact 
of the military, as a social system in being, on the cold war. Under 
these circumstances it is understandable that the military has not 
developed a profound interest in these research matters. More- 
over, it would be most undesirable in a democracy if the locus of 
concern was exclusively or even mainly with the military. If 
social change, at home and abroad, is a central theme of socio- 
logical analysis, the implications are obvious. 
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